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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
THE SELF-PERCEIVED EFFECTS ON FACULTY 
 
THAT RESULT FROM THE EXPERIENCE OF SERVING IN A RESIDENTIAL 
 
 COLLEGE 
 
by 
 
Eric E. Arneson 
 
Florida International University, 2011 
 
Miami, Florida 
 
Professor Roger Geertz Gonzalez, Major Professor 
 
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to examine the effects that 
faculty who live in residence with college students perceive result from their experience. 
This study examined the perspectives from current and recent residential faculty 
members. Data were gathered through structured interviews with current and former 
residential faculty who gave firsthand accounts of how they felt that experience impacted 
them. A pilot study had been previously conducted that enabled the researcher to modify 
and adjust the dissertation methodology accordingly, based upon the findings of the pilot 
study.  The pilot study, in short, found that residential faculty members felt they gained 
from the experience in terms of relationships with students and other faculty while facing 
a few small challenges. 
 Literature consistently showed that faculty-student interaction is very important to 
the development and success of students (Astin, 1993). Research has clearly 
demonstrated positive outcomes that result for students; the literature review revealed this 
information is plentiful. There is a dearth of research, however, regarding this impact on 
vii 
the faculty members themselves. Given the importance of faculty-student interaction 
outside of the classroom, it is crucial to recruit faculty for these communities. Thus, more 
information regarding this experience will be valuable. 
 The study was conducted at a mid-sized private university in the Southeastern 
United States. The reason for this choice was the fact that this school has a 25-year 
history as a residential college system and utilizes 12-15 residential faculty members 
yearly. The researcher conducted interviews with 13 faculty members and coded and 
analyzed the data, then prepared the findings of the study based on the results.  
 The data resulting from the study indicated that faculty perceived great benefits 
from serving as residential college faculty members.  Perceived benefits as described by 
the participants included increased skill in teaching, feeling a sense of community, 
stronger relationships with other faculty members and students, and an increased affinity 
toward the university.  While there were some challenges such as lack of training, 
politics, and loss of privacy all participants in the study felt they gained from the 
opportunity and would do it again in the same situation. This study enhanced the limited 
formal knowledge available regarding how faculty experience living in residential 
colleges with students. 
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CHAPTER I 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 In the 21st century American society will not continue to evolve and keep up with 
the ever-changing planet without an innovative and successful system of higher education 
(Marchese, 1997). It is incumbent upon colleges and universities to serve society by 
creating the best possible education for the leaders of tomorrow. For all the intricacies of 
higher education, none of them matter without the two elements that must be present: 
students and faculty. Without the success of both of these stakeholder segments, nothing 
else in higher education really matters. According to Hersh (1999), one way that many 
colleges and universities are working to create a mutually successful environment for 
students and faculty is the creation or reemergence of residential colleges.  
 Alexander (1998) noted that residential colleges had begun to appear on more 
campuses. This was in part to counteract the feeling of personal and intellectual isolation 
that many students face in today’s colleges and universities. He hypothesized also that 
these feelings were more prevalent and more pronounced at larger research institutions. 
Alexander (1998) stated that after years of campus division between faculty and students, 
these communal educational structures have reemerged as a potentially effective means 
to improve the higher education experience of students and faculty (p. 13).  
 The key to the success of the residential college is the intentional out-of-
classroom interaction between students and faculty. On the student side of this equation, 
the fact that they gain significant benefit from outside-of-the-classroom interaction with 
faculty, is very clear from an overwhelming amount of research available on the subject 
(Lundberg, 2004). Astin’s (1993) study on student-faculty interaction is a benchmark 
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used by many describing the benefits for students. That study showed that students who 
interacted with faculty outside of classroom were more likely to feel a connection to their 
studies and their institution. In fact, students who interact with faculty are more likely to 
be successful in college and are more likely to persist and finish college successfully. It is 
important to note the other factors also play into the success of student-faculty interaction 
such as race and gender. For example, Lundberg (2004) explains that students of color 
often acknowledge less benefit from interaction with White faculty than White students 
do in the same situation. Sax, Bryant, and Harper (2005) also noted that while women 
definitely benefit from interaction with faculty overall in terms of confidence and 
academic achievement, the effect is a little different and surprisingly moves them more 
toward “traditional” gender roles. In essence, there is little doubt that student-faculty 
interaction is of great benefit for students; however, faculty and administrators need to be 
cognizant also of the potentially differing effects their interactions may have on different 
groups of students. 
 While the student impact is well documented there is clearly a dearth of 
knowledge regarding the impact on the faculty who give of their time and energy to live 
and learn with students. There are many barriers for faculty to become involved in 
residential colleges. Among those barriers are time, personal commitments, the tenure 
process, and a faculty reward structure that many times prioritizes research and 
publishing, which makes it very difficult for faculty to participate in this setting (Daly & 
Dee, 2006). As previously mentioned, higher education does not function effectively as 
we know it without faculty. Faculty buy-in and participation are also crucial when it 
comes to attracting them to residential colleges. Given this, it is crucial to understand the 
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underpinnings of faculty satisfaction and persistence. Barnes, Agago, and Coombs (1998) 
put forth that in the end, faculty satisfaction and persistence could be boiled down to 
multiple time commitments as a challenge and the feeling of community they feel with 
their colleagues and the university as a positive predictor of satisfaction. In a positive 
answer to the idea that being part of community has a positive impact on faculty, Golde 
(2000) found in a study of faculty who participate in intentional living-learning 
environments that they felt a strong sense of community with fellow faculty members 
also in the program and felt a strong sense of community with students. This even 
translated into a feeling among faculty that the experience was helpful to them in 
becoming  better instructors.  
Purpose of Study 
 The purpose of this study was to examine the self-perceived effects of  living in a 
residential college. All self-reported effects were considered along with a focus on 
faculty satisfaction and persistence for this study. The study focused on the experience of 
residential faculty masters in long standing residential colleges. The study occured at a 
private medium-sized research university in the southeastern United States. The 
university has had an intentional residential college system based on the Cambridge 
residential college system. 
 The faculty masters live in residential colleges in apartments provided by the 
university. The apartments are physically constructed to have space designated for 
ongoing programming and education of students along with more private living quarters. 
In this system faculty masters have students in their apartments for formal and informal 
learning almost daily. The official role of the faculty master is to be the “intellectual 
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center” of the residential college. They are charged with creating an education-focused 
living and learning environment where students, faculty, and staff all collaborate to foster 
involvement in learning. 
 The actual job description of the faculty master revolves around educational and 
social programming. The faculty master will generally oversee a team of student resident 
assistants (RAs) and work with them on creating a programmatic curriculum for their 
residents. The role is both advisory and participatory. For example, a faculty master could 
work with the RAs to get students to read a book by a local author, and then accompany 
the students on a field trip physically experiencing what was described by the author and 
facilitating discussion. The faculty masters also serve as a contact point for other faculty 
and parents who have concerns about residential students. The residential college also 
employs a full-time professional residence coordinator (RC) who handles the day-to-day 
operations of the college. In this role the RC will supervise the RAs and work with 
general student issues and concerns. The RC will oversee student conflict mediation and 
general student conduct issues. The RC in this role clears the way for the faculty to be 
able to focus on creating positive student relationships and programming along with the 
“day job” of being a full-time, generally tenured, faculty member. 
Statement of the Problem 
Higher education is currently in a difficult place in America. No longer does 
higher education get a free pass on being seen as experts at educating tomorrow’s leaders. 
Society has become more demanding of the job colleges and universities are doing 
(Marchese, 1997), and accountability is more and more a part of everyday life. One factor 
found to be a positive predictor of student success is interaction with faculty outside of 
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the classroom (Astin, 1993). Hersch (1999) suggested that an ideal setting to intentionally 
create student-faculty interaction is a residential college. In this setting, students and 
faculty are already living together in a purposeful education community, and it is 
logistically easier to create interaction.  
 While a residential college appears an excellent vehicle for creating successful 
student-faculty interaction, this cannot occur without dedicated faculty. As previously 
noted, this position requires a great deal of time and effort for already very busy faculty. 
While there is a substantial amount of research to validate the student experience in terms 
of having a positive impact on student success, there is very little research on how this 
interaction affects faculty (Vito, 2007). This knowledge is crucial in recruiting and 
retaining faculty for future residential colleges. 
Research Questions 
This study focused on providing the answers to the following questions: 
1. What are the positive and negative self-perceived effects on faculty that result 
from the experience of living in a residential college with undergraduate 
students? 
2. What are the positive and negative self-perceived effects on faculty 
satisfaction and persistence that result from the experience of living in a 
residential college with undergraduate students? 
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Definition of Terms 
 The following is a list of key concepts utilized in this study that warrant 
clarification and common definition: 
Faculty Master – Refers to residential college faculty members who are living with 
students in a residential setting and assume responsibility for the intellectual tone 
of the college. 
Faculty Persistence – Refers to whether or not faculty continue in their position as a 
faculty member at their current institution of higher education (Barnes et al., 
1998) 
Faculty Satisfaction – Refers to the overall job satisfaction faculty self-report at their 
current institution. For purposes of this study, faculty satisfaction is tied to several 
factors including feeling of community, sense of support, and reasonable time 
commitments (Daly & Dee, 2006). Faculty were asked directly to assess their job 
satisfaction and talk about how serving as a residential faculty member impacts 
their satisfaction. 
Living/Learning Community – Refers to a residential community with a specific area if 
interest and faculty involvement with students. The main difference between this 
and a residential college is that the faculty do not live in the residential setting 
with students (Kuh & Hu, 2001). 
Oxford Style – Refers to residential colleges which are understood to have begun at 
Oxford University. Residential colleges are often modeled after this type of 
college, and the style is used as a baseline for creating residential colleges. The 
Oxford style is typified by small residential colleges where faculty members 
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reside with the students with the intention of creating a community of scholars 
who are well rounded in education. 
Residential Colleges – Refers to college or university residences where faculty live 
among students and are assigned responsibilities in creating a purposeful 
community of scholars and learners (Whitely, 1994). 
Student-Faculty Interaction – Refers to intentional interaction faculty have with 
students outside of the classroom setting in an effort to help create rapport and 
overall student success (Astin, 1993). 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 The research questions addressed by this study play an important role in helping 
administrators, faculty, and even students better understand the faculty-student 
interaction effect on faculty. More specifically, the research questions answered by this 
study include how faculty perceive they are affected by their experiences in the 
residential college setting with an additional focus on how this position affects job 
satisfaction and persistence as a faculty member at the university. This is a timely and 
pertinent area of inquiry into higher education as faculty persistence is crucial to the 
ongoing success of students and higher education itself (Marchese, 1997). Also, many 
institutions in higher education are scrambling to find ways to create intentional out–of-
classroom interactions between faculty and students (Hersh, 1999). This information will 
be invaluable in helping to understand the burdens and rewards for faculty stemming 
from this interaction and to create a body of knowledge helpful for recruiting more 
faculty for out-of-classroom involvement. As noted, the key research issue in this study 
concerns faculty-student interaction outside the classroom. In a review of the literature on 
the topic of faculty-student interaction, the information is plentiful, but clearly one-sided. 
There is a great amount of research detailing the powerful impact that out-of-class 
interaction has on students. However, there is significantly less information on the 
inverse side of the equation: What impact does spending time with students outside of the 
classroom have on the faculty? The setting for this research study was a residential 
college, which will be defined in this review. Thus, faculty interaction with students will 
be seen through the lens of a residential system outside of the classroom. An exhaustive 
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review of the literature presented five major categories of research particularly germane 
to this discussion. These categories are: (a) Definition and purpose of the residential 
college, (b) Faculty-student interaction in general, (c) Faculty-student interaction impact 
on female students, (d) Faculty-student impact on students of color, and (e) Faculty 
persistence and satisfaction. 
The Residential College 
 There is a long history of the residential college system as an important aspect of 
higher education in America and abroad. The first reported intentional residential college 
was founded at Merton College of Oxford University in 1264 (Ryan, 1992), over 700 
years ago. The buildings of Merton were grouped around a chapel, which was a 
cornerstone of much of higher education at the time. The residential college was designed 
to move beyond the normal boundaries of teaching and education of the university and 
focus on the many aspects of being an educated person. Faculty lived with the students 
and helped shape them in terms of sobriety, chastity, and worship (Ryan, 1992). In other 
words, this was the beginning of the movement to educate a student as a whole person 
and not just as a teacher, clergy, or whatever field of vocation was being sought. It was 
also clear at this time in history that the “whole person” was intended to mean the 
spiritual and moral character naturally associated with Christian religion. The second 
residential college at Oxford did not follow until 1379, but it did become the first teachers 
college where students were taught not only to be teachers of children, but were also 
taught and groomed to become part of the residential college system, thus offering greater 
sustainability of the ideal.  
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 It followed naturally that when the European immigrants in America began to 
consider institutions of higher education that they would gravitate toward the college 
ideals put forth in the prestigious Oxford University. Thus, when Harvard was founded 
and later on Yale, William and Mary, and others, it was under a similar orientation and 
purpose as the Oxford residential colleges. According to Whitely (1994) students at all 
the early American universities lived in the “collegiate way” of not only learning a trade, 
but also learning the more important values of integrity and moral character. In order to 
achieve this ideal, students of the time lived a rigorous, inflexible schedule that included 
timed prayer, studying, meals, chores, and even some recreation.  
 As more colleges and universities began to surface in America, different 
philosophies began to come into play. There was a strong influence of the Germanic 
ideals of education, which were quite different from the traditional residential college. In 
this model, students were given much more academic freedom to choose courses and 
curricula based on interest (Klein, 2000). The Germanic system was also the first that 
emphasized increasing the number of students and trying to reach out to a broader 
spectrum of students on a greater range of subjects and vocations. Beginning in the late 
1800s, this style of education began to set the norms for higher education. In fact, this 
system is actually very close to the traditional model employed by most major research 
universities currently in the United States. 
 There was a major effort in the early 1900s to once again shift the focus back to 
residential colleges. Interestingly enough, this shift was based upon the “Yale Report,” 
which was actually published nearly a century earlier in 1828 (Ryan, 1992). The focus of 
the Yale Report was curriculum. This report strongly defended the eroding curricula from 
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the past that required students to study Latin, mathematics, liberal arts, and other newer 
subjects as seen fit by the faculty. The Yale report also made a crossover to talk about the 
out-of-classroom experience and describe how important it is for both students and 
faculty to help foster learning. This report also served as the first “modern” argument that 
students needed an adult figure to serve as a surrogate for the students’ parents. The 
report further stated that there needed to be a community of trust and mutual respect 
between faculty and students to allow the free flow of information. The overarching goal 
of the report, in terms of residential colleges, according to Ryan (1992) was this: 
That goal required suitable residential structures and resident faculty who know 
the students individually and well. The arrangements allowed not only for 
providing information to students through lectures-what the report called the 
‘furniture of the mind,’ but also for the ‘daily and vigorous’ exercise of what is 
called the ‘mental faculties,’ on which it based its psychology. (p. 2) 
 The aforementioned shift in the concept of education, utilizing the Yale Report, 
was spearheaded by then University of Princeton President, Woodrow Wilson. This quote 
by the former president serves as an excellent summation of his philosophy: “Princeton is 
not a place where a lad finds a profession, but a place where he finds himself.” He 
continued, “The ideal college should be a community, a place of close, natural intimate 
association, not only of the young men… but also of young men and older men…of 
teachers with pupils, outside of the classroom as well as inside it” (Pasque, 2005, p. 250). 
It is obvious from this statement and the preceding report that many academics and some 
members of the public were beginning to lose faith and comfort in the Germanic system 
of more students and more student autonomy. This system was seen by many as an 
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abdication of the responsibility of the university to create well-rounded young men and 
citizens. Following the words of President Wilson, Yale President, Edward S. Harkness 
proposed a complete restructuring of their educational system to incorporate a full-scale 
residential college in 1926 (Whitely, 1994). There were some other colleges and 
universities that also moved to a residential college system, but most still continued to 
utilize the Germanic model of education. 
 This history now leads us to the present. There is once again a rise in interest in 
residential colleges. Much of the reasoning is along the same lines as the Yale report and 
earlier ideas. There is concern on the part of many academics that our current educational 
system is far too anonymous and impersonal and fails at the job of helping students find 
something in themselves beyond a career. 
With a historical understanding of intentional student-faculty interaction in the form 
of residential colleges, it is now time to focus on the expressed purpose of said colleges. 
Hersh (1999) notes that the residential liberal arts college is still the best model of 
undergraduate education in America. One reason, he notes for this assertion, focuses on 
the impersonal nature of major research institutions, or even medium-sized institutions. 
Cox and Orehovec (2007) also supports the notion that at larger, research-oriented 
schools students have far fewer opportunities to interact with faculty and feel less 
connected to their venue of higher education. Hersh (1999) surmises that parents are 
loathe to send their students to schools a long way from their homes where their children 
are going to live in towers with other students, sometimes 2,000 or more in one building. 
They feel that their children are going to get lost in the crowd and not receive the 
personal attention and care that they need to succeed. They are also concerned about the 
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large classroom sizes, sometimes in the thousands, with one teacher and perhaps even 
just a television screen. Parents have also become leery of undergraduate students not 
really even being wanted at prestigious schools, but often serve the purpose of funding 
the perceived more important graduate education. The following passage from Hersh 
(1999) greatly exemplifies many people’s perceptions of the current state of higher 
education: 
An undergraduate at an American research university can receive an 
education as good as or better than anything available anywhere in the 
world, but that is not the normative experience. Again and again, 
universities are guilty of an advertising practice they would condemn in 
the commercial world. Recruitment materials display proudly the world 
famous professors, the splendid facilities and the ground-breaking 
research that goes on within them, but thousands of students graduate 
without ever seeing the world famous professors or tasting genuine 
research. (p. 176) 
 Thus, a primary purpose and rationale for residential colleges is a good faith effort 
to gain back the trust of the students and parents demonstrating that colleges and 
universities do not abdicate responsibility for the growth and development of students. 
People watch our political, social, and even educational leaders continuing to fabricate 
lies, telling them one thing and doing another. Higher education can no longer survive on 
the “just trust me” philosophy of taking care of students. It is interesting how this 
philosophy returns all the way back to the Yale Report in 1828, where parents are looking 
for the university to, at least in some way, supplement the parental role. According to 
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Hersh (1999) colleges and universities are receiving more fragile students. The issues and 
baggage students are bringing with them to college seem to continue to rise 
exponentially. Students are now dealing with more issues than ever ranging from 
depression, suicide, sexual orientation, alcohol and drug abuse, parental divorce, mental 
disabilities, and much more. In this setting it certainly seems logical that students and 
parents might feel more at ease with the comforting notion of the residential college 
where faculty, staff, and other students will all be theoretically engaged in living and 
learning together. 
 Boyer (1999) describes another purpose of the residential college system, that of 
integrated learning. He discussed the fact that in this setting, students are far more likely 
to be involved in co-curricular activities. Since the greatest amount of time spent by a 
student is out of class, by far, it just makes logical sense that if there was a way to marry 
the out-of-class activity with the in-class activity and faculty, the opportunity for learning 
is nearly limitless. Students can learn and share a great amount of information in after-
hours activities like debates, team-building activities, student government, and myriad 
other opportunities that await them in a residential college. Since the college is also 
occupied and led by live-in faculty and staff, they are naturally the “adult figures” 
students will turn to for leadership and mentorship, even in the seemingly unrelated co-
curricular activities.  
 In an effort to facilitate the learning just described, Boyer (1999) created an 
outline for how this ideal residential college would run. In fact, he received a major grant 
to work with Carson-Newman College to actually create this system. In his system each 
residential college picks a group of five individuals to facilitate all program and 
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educational outreach in the college. This team of “residential fellows” was composed of 
one faculty member, one administrator, the residence coordinator, and two students. In 
this group all five fellows have the same authority for decision making and planning of 
programmatic outreach. In Boyer’s assessment after 10 semesters it appears the program 
is still working well and has created a better sense of community between the faculty, 
students, and staff. 
 A recent study by Edwards and McKelfresh (2002) provides an educational look 
into a couple of other purposes of a residential college. The authors surveyed students at 
an institution where they could choose to be part of a living/learning residential 
community or a more traditional residence hall. By looking at persistence at the 
university and in the residence halls and at the academic impact of participating in the 
residential program, Edwards and McKelfresh shed light on the correlation between 
student success and faculty involvement. Their findings were quite clear in that there was 
a significant impact on the students who had chosen the residential living/learning center. 
The authors found that students in the living/learning center had more than a 10% higher 
rate of retention to sophomore year and also had higher GPAs. 
 Obviously, in terms of purpose of the residential college, the primary opportunity 
for student learning occurs with formal and informal interactions with faculty. Astin 
(1993) stated that students who interact frequently with faculty are more likely to be 
satisfied with their college experience, and even more important, they are more likely to 
persist and succeed in college in general. Interestingly, according to Astin’s studies, 
student satisfaction in many areas increases in conjunction with regular interaction with 
faculty. This satisfaction list includes student friendships, choice in curriculum, 
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intellectual environment, and even the administration and running of the college or 
university. On the flip side, Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) show that faculty also have 
greater overall satisfaction from their interaction with students. Their research showed 
that faculty who had significant student interaction outside the classroom had a greater 
overall satisfaction in their work. The authors indicate that faculty members felt they 
grew personally and professionally from student interaction. Faculty members also felt a 
tremendous sense of accomplishment when they feel they had had the opportunity to 
mentor or impact a developing student. While some academics my not want to admit it, 
the fact that they had so much contact with students, especially in a residential college 
setting,  also created a near limitless amount of possibilities in terms research and 
studying human interaction and behavior. 
 A more recent study by Astin (1999) did a nice job of summing up the rationale 
for residential colleges. This study looked at faculty perceptions of the institutions and 
purpose. He found that colleges and universities with residential colleges were perceived 
as more student friendly. Not coincidentally, major research institutions tend to score the 
lowest on student orientation. In general, the study showed that the larger the size of the 
school, the lower the score for student orientation. For this very reason many larger 
schools have recently developed or are in the process of creating residential colleges to 
help break down the size barrier and create smaller living/learning groups where students 
will have a better chance to feel part of a community and therefore, have a better chance 
at success on the collegiate level. 
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Student-Faculty Interaction 
 The next focus of the literature review is to examine the general impact noted 
from the interactions between faculty and students. This information is seen almost 
exclusively from the student side of impact. Overall, the studies have shown consistently 
that faculty-student interaction has had a positive impact on students. For example, 
according to Sax et al. (2005) student-faculty interaction has been positively associated 
with a myriad of desired outcomes. Some examples of these outcomes are students’ 
perception of their leadership abilities, social and academic self confidence, an enhanced 
sense of emotional well-being, increased commitment to social responsibility, and 
persistence toward attaining a bachelor’s degree or beyond.  
 These findings were consistent with research done with regards to faculty-student 
interaction. To better illustrate this point two important and more recent studies will now 
be examined extensively. Kuh and Hu (2001) presented a study discussing effects on 
student-faculty interaction on students during the 1990s. The purpose of the study was to 
further examine the impact on students from interaction with faculty and to ascertain 
whether or not the changing types of students (and faculty for that matter) had caused a 
differing of impact for students who have interactions with faculty members.  
 The Kuh and Hu ((2001) article began with a very brief literature review 
discussing the impact of student-faculty interaction prior to their study. It was discussed 
that, in general, previous studies showed that more contact between students and faculty 
both inside and outside of the classroom tended to give students greater satisfaction with 
their educational experience and they tended to be more likely to be academically 
successful. It was also pointed out that colleges and universities are seeing the need for 
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promoting student-faculty interaction, and many of them are offering incentive programs 
for faculty members to become engaged with students outside the classroom. The authors 
were quick to point out; however, that social interaction in itself was not enough to 
greatly influence student behavior and success. Social involvement was helpful for 
students, but to have the greatest impact it was important for the interaction to have some 
intellectual component. This component could be in the form of discussion about career 
or graduate school or just a purposeful interaction around some educational topic. 
 Kuh and Hu (2001) utilized a quantitative research method to gather the resultant 
data. The survey instrument used was the College Student Experiences Questionnaire 
(CSEQ). The CSEQ is a popular instrument used to gather information about student 
characteristics. For example, nominal data such as age, gender, race, and others were 
collected and linked to students’ experiences in different areas such as time devoted to 
certain activities, perception of the educational environment, and progress made toward a 
variety of desirable outcomes. The CSEQ is well known and is considered to have 
moderate to high potential to assess student behavior as linked to outcomes (Kuh & Hu, 
2001). The survey instrument is a self report; however, the authors claim that since the 
questions are phrased unambiguously the responses will be thoughtful and valid. There 
were a couple of potential problems with this survey. The survey was over eight pages 
long and takes a significant amount of time; thus a potential confounding variable in what 
type of student is willing to take the time fill out the survey. Another potential issue is 
cost. To facilitate a web-based survey, there is a $495 fee plus a $2.25 fee for each 
student who completes the survey. Thus, some researchers will not be able to utilize this 
survey simply because of the costs associated with it. 
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 The sample used for the study (Kuh & Hu, 2001) was rather ambitious. There was 
an N = 5,409 students from 126 different colleges and universities which approximates 
10% of full-time enrolled (FTE) students at these institutions. The types of institutions 
included research universities, doctoral universities, comprehensive colleges and 
universities, selective liberal arts colleges and general liberal arts colleges.  
 The finding of the study (Kuh & Hu, 2001)  validated and clarified previous 
research. First, in terms of the amount of student faculty interaction, there was a 
progression. As one might expect, the amount of contact between students and faculty 
increases as students progressed through college. Students are more confident to seek out 
faculty as they gain more experience, and faculty are more likely to make themselves 
available for juniors and seniors. Secondly, it was shown that students who make more 
effort in other areas of their college experience were more likely to have higher levels of 
satisfaction with their amount of interaction with faculty. The third finding reported was 
that there is a difference in the amount of student-faculty interaction at different types of 
institutions. Not surprisingly, small colleges had the greatest amount of interaction, and 
large research institutions had the lowest amount of interaction. The quality of interaction 
also followed the exact same pattern of greater interaction for the smaller type of 
educational settings. The last finding was that the effects of student-faculty interactions 
were conditional. Students who were the most academically prepared and spent more 
time on coursework and intellectual pursuit reported great amounts of time and benefits 
from interaction with faculty. 
 As noted earlier, this study (Kuh & Hu, 2001) helped to validate earlier studies. It 
showed that generally students gained from their interaction with faculty both in and out 
20 
of class. However, socially oriented contact did not help very much in moving students 
toward desired outcomes; an intellectual component is important. In critiquing the study, 
the methodology was strong and the sample size is impressive. To obtain responses from 
over 5,000 students and 126 varying types of institutions should provide some 
generalizability. Unfortunately, many diverse types of institutions (historically Black 
colleges, women’s colleges, Hispanic-serving colleges, tribal colleges, community 
colleges) were not mentioned so it is uncertain if some groups of students are 
unaccounted for. It would also be fair to point out that the literature review was very 
limited. It consisted of fewer than two pages and generally assumed the readers 
understand the positive impact made by student-faculty interaction. If I were to improve 
upon this study, I would have done a more thorough review of the literature. The study is 
potentially limiting because of the missing diversity factors and could have been stronger 
with a more diverse sample. It would be beneficial to attempt to obtain data for the 
diverse institutions discussed earlier to get more generalizable data. 
 A second recent study on general impact on college students was presented by 
Cox and Orehovec (2007). This study focused on student-faculty interaction, but 
specifically in a residential college setting. This study provided a link between faculty-
student interaction and the usefulness of a residential college in creating these intentional 
relationships. The article began with an overview of the literature. The authors discussed 
similar finding regarding positive impact on students resulting from interaction with 
faculty members. The authors set up their study by discussing the frequency of 
interactions (which they feel is quite low) and by what process these interactions take 
place. The study was guided by two research questions: (a) What is the nature of student-
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faculty interactions outside the classroom? and (b) What conditions foster or inhibit these 
interactions? The literature review is completed by defining residential colleges (or 
residential learning communities) and giving a brief historical overview. 
 The research study was done qualitatively. Cox and Orehovec (2007) pointed out 
that most student-faculty interaction studies were quantitative and specified the 
aforementioned CSEQ as a commonly used tool. The authors decided to supplement 
current research with rich qualitative data from one currently working residential college. 
The study had a three-pronged approach. First, the authors were participant-observers in 
the activities of the residential college for 12 months. They noted and coded behavior at 
major functions such as “teas” where students and faculty interacted. They also held four 
focus groups of five individuals each. The focus groups were created from students very 
involved in the residential college in order to get the perspective from students more 
likely to be involved with faculty. Finally, from the focus groups certain individuals were 
identified for a one on one interview.  The students chosen for interviews presented a mix 
of positive and constructive thoughts on student-faculty interaction in the residential 
college. It should be noted that the researchers were graduate assistants employed by the 
residential college. 
 The data were analyzed and coded by content and context of student-faculty 
interactions. The result was the creation of five general types of interactions. These 
interactions are fluid and are, in descending order, disengagement, incidental contact, 
functional interaction, personal interaction, and mentoring (Cox and Orehovec, 2007). 
 The most common form of student-faculty interaction was, unfortunately, 
disengagement. In this type of interaction student and faculty choose not to engage with 
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each other outside of the classroom. This was evidenced both by students and by faculty 
who chose not to attend residential college functions, and when they did, simply sat to the 
side and interacted with other faculty members. What is somewhat surprising about 
disengagement being the predominant type of interaction is the fact that this study took 
place in an intentionally designed residential college. The implications for “normal” 
college settings are disheartening. The second most frequently observed type of student-
faculty interaction was incidental contact. This is basically contact that was unintentional 
between students and faculty. An example of this was students and faculty passing by 
each other in the college and exchanging a hello or a faculty member commenting on a 
student’s attire. Interestingly, even in this haphazard experience students were comforted 
by the fact that the faculty were around. 
 The third most common type of interaction observed was functional interaction. 
These interactions occurred for specific, institutionally related purposes. The most 
common type of functional interaction occured when a student visited a faculty member’s 
office for course information or advising. Faculty and students working together on a 
course project would also be a good example of a functional interaction. Functional 
interaction can also lead to the fourth most common type of student-faculty interaction, 
personal interaction. In personal interaction, there is purposeful contact between students 
and faculty. What distinguishes this from functional interaction is that there is a personal 
interest which creates the interaction. An example of this would be a student and faculty 
member sharing an interest in a cause. They could spend time and share thoughts and 
experiences on the topic. Students generally felt that this humanized faculty, and they 
viewed faculty more as people and less of a threat.  
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 The final and least frequent type of student-faculty interaction was mentoring. 
Mentoring is difficult to define but it is generally seen as a combination of helping 
students with career planning, emotional and psychosocial support, and some type of role 
modeling (Cox & Orehovec, 2007). Thus mentoring is defined in terms of relationships, 
not programs claiming to be mentoring. Unfortunately, over the course of 12 months of 
observation in the residential college, the researchers observed only one mentoring 
relationship. Interestingly, in discussion faculty members asserted that they had many 
mentoring relationships while students in focus groups in the same residential college felt 
this was a very rare phenomenon.  
 That study provided some very interesting and useful information. However, in 
critiquing the study the research methods have to be somewhat questioned. The Kuh and 
Hu study (2001) discussed earlier utilized 126 different institutions. While this was a 
qualitative study it focused on just one residence hall on one campus. So, while the data 
were very rich, it would be a stretch to say there was much generalizability. This was also 
clearly a convenience sample. The researchers studied the very students they were being 
paid to work and live with on a daily basis. This would give a very deep understanding of 
the data, but also could influence behavior of students. The literature review, on the other 
hand, was very well researched and also provided a definition and a historical overview 
of residential colleges, which was very helpful to the reader. In order to improve this 
study a researcher from outside of this residential college could have been utilized. This 
would have helped alleviate any concerns that the researchers were biased about what 
they concluded or were too immersed in the program to see from a perspective outside of 
the community. 
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 The results shown were important. This study showed that while most students do 
not take advantage of the opportunity to interact with faculty, the opportunity is there. 
The results also show that the residential college is a setting in which interaction; even at 
lower levels is more likely to take place than anywhere else outside of the classroom. 
Also, more beneficial personal interaction and mentoring can evolve from the incidental 
contact which is far more likely in a residential college setting than most other venues. 
Even in a worst-case scenario where students and faculty do not interact very often, this 
study shows students have a feeling of comfort simply knowing that there are faculty 
members in the community. 
Student-Faculty Interaction with Female Students 
 While the research clearly demonstrated the overall positive impact on students 
resulting from out-of-class interaction with faculty, the results can vary based on 
diversity factors. The next focus of the literature review examines the impact of faculty-
student interaction on women. A recent study by Sax et al. (2005) examined student-
faculty interaction through the lens of impact by student gender. More specifically the 
study examined whether or not the impact of student-faculty interaction on a range of 
outcomes differed from women to men. The authors introduced findings consistent with 
previous articles in the literature review. However, they also presented studies more 
focused on gender in her review. While still acknowledging the positive impact 
interaction with faculty has on students, Sax et al. (2005) point to some research which 
shows differing impact on women than men. An example of this would be that women’s 
self-confidence in mathematical ability actually declined with more interaction with 
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faculty on that subject. Thus, the purpose of Sax et al. study was to see how the impact of 
student-faculty interaction was different for women than for men. 
 The data were pulled from a large, longitudinal study done by UCLA in the mid 
to late 1990s. The sample size was N=17,637 students from 206 different 4-year colleges 
and universities. The sample comprised 10,901 women and 6,736 men. The researchers 
computed cross tabulations of student-faculty interaction separately by gender. These 
categories were then compared to a list of 42 different dependent variables to ascertain 
scores for men and women separately in each area.  
 The results of the study showed that while there was clearly an overall benefit for 
students who interacted with faculty outside the classroom, there were differences on 
how certain types of interactions affected women and men. Overall, women indicated that 
faculty provided them with more intellectual challenge than what the male students 
reported. Both men and women indicated that interaction with faculty led to higher levels 
of political engagement, critical thinking skills, and interest in higher education (Sax et 
al., 2005).  
 While this study confirms many of benefits as discussed in earlier studies, it does 
also point to some differences in student-faculty interaction for women and men. One 
major finding was that women reported more time spent interacting with faculty and had 
a higher perception of how that benefited them. On the other hand, the men who did 
spend time with faculty outside of the classroom reported to feeling an increase in their 
status and a competitive edge with their classmates. It was also found then men gained 
more from women in terms of social issues when interacting with family. Men were more 
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likely to change their views on social concerns such as cultural awareness, gender equity, 
political engagement, and competitiveness.  
 There were some negative consequences for women when interacting with faculty 
in this study. For example, women who did not feel the faculty members treated them 
seriously noted a higher sense of feeling overwhelmed then men. Men also reported an 
increased drive to succeed when challenging the ideas of a professor while women 
generally found their relationship with faculty to decline after such interactions. 
Interestingly, working on research with faculty produced different impacts on women and 
men. Men reported to have more egalitarian views after working with faculty, while 
women reported have moved to more traditional gender roles.  
 This study provided some new and interesting information which will be useful 
for faculty and administrators. Again, this study supported the notion that in general 
student-faculty interaction is positive. However, it did point out that men and women 
have some differing responses to different types of interactions. Faculty members need to 
understand that students perceive interactions differently, and it is always wise to work to 
understand how each individual student is responding to the interaction and not assume 
men and women perceive the same things. Overall, the study was clearly laid out. It 
started with a thorough review of the literature and the introduction of some less 
publicized students regarding gender. While the researchers did not interact with students 
personally, they drew data from a very large sample and reputable source. This study 
should be very useful in helping faculty better understand that women and men may have 
differing needs and perceptions in interacting with them. A way to improve this study 
would have been to conduct some original qualitative research. As Shank (2002) pointed 
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out; the only way to obtain thick, detailed information is via qualitative research. I would 
suggest qualitative research with female students to triangulate the finding of this study, 
but also to go to the next step and find out why women were affected in the manner they 
were. 
Student-Faculty Interaction With Students of Color 
The final study of this literature review is presented by Lundberg (2004). This 
study discusses the frequency and quality of student-faculty interaction and analyzes it by 
race/ethnicity. The literature review comprises familiar studies showing that interaction 
with faculty outside of the classroom was generally a benefit to all students. However, the 
author also introduced a few studies delineating those interactions by race and ethnicity. 
For example, she pointed out that many students feel more comfortable interacting with 
faculty of their own race or ethnicity, and they were much more likely to share personal 
information with faculty of the same race or ethnicity. Lundberg (2204) also points out 
that White students generally reported the greatest satisfaction with their interactions with 
faculty and were generally more comfortable with them. Also, African American and 
Latino students reported more negative perceptions of campus climate and thus more 
negative responses to interaction with faculty than White students.  
 The research method for this study was quantitative. The research instrument was 
the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ), as in some of the other studies 
presented. The sample consisted of 4,501 undergraduate students who took the 
questionnaire between 1998 and 2003 from doctoral, master’s, and bachelor’s level 
colleges and universities. The data were drawn from over 20,000 students and 
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oversampled to produce significant numbers of students from each different racial or 
ethnic group studied.  
 The results verified previous findings that quality relationships with faculty had a 
positive impact on all groups of students. Also, quality of the relationship was found to 
be a predictor of learning in all racial and ethnic groups. The study also reaffirmed that 
the higher the amount of interaction with faculty members the higher the amount of 
learning for the student as well as the more frequently faculty contact resulted in higher 
student effort. 
 This report showed some differences as well. African Americans and Native 
Americans had the highest amount of interaction with faculty. However, they also 
reported the lowest perceptions of their relationship with faculty members. Conversely, 
White and Asian students had the lowest amount of contact with faculty, but had a higher 
perception of their relationship with them. An interesting note potentially related to the 
study showed that African American students are the most active group on campus but 
report fewer benefits from this involvement. African American students also reported 
very positive impact from faculty interaction when it was positive or encouraging. On the 
other hand, negative feedback from faculty had a much more substantial negative impact 
on African American students than on White students. 
 Lundberg’s (2004) study reinforced the powerful impact faculty has on students. 
Again, students were generally positively impacted by out-of-class interaction with 
faculty. The study also pointed out that students from different backgrounds have 
differing needs and perceptions. While students of color can gained greatly from 
interaction with faculty, they are also leery of stereotyping and lowered expectations they 
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have seen. While faculty and administrators may not feel comfortable with the idea, 
students seem to be more comfortable with faculty who share their own racial or ethnic 
background. However, since this is not always possible, quality relationships with high 
expectations also have a very positive impact on students of color in particular, but all 
students. This study was well researched and used a known and reliable survey 
instrument. However, the author did not state who actually collected the data and from 
where it originated. Also, the questionnaires were distributed to a mostly White 
population, so other types of colleges and universities do not seem to be included in this 
research. To improve the research, I feel it would be important to broaden the spectrum 
of students who received the survey. It would be important to know, for example, how 
Native American students at a tribal college were impacted by faculty-student interaction 
versus Native American students at a predominately White institution. 
 In general, this literature review supports the idea that students gain from their 
interaction with faculty. Student-faculty interactions have shown to produce positive 
outcomes for students such as better grades, higher retention rates, stronger self-
confidence, and many other positive results. It has also been illustrated that not all 
students are impacted in the same way by the same interactions with faculty. Therefore it 
is incumbent on faculty and administrators to treat each student as an individual and hold 
them to high expectations. Nowhere on campus is it more likely to create the out-of-class 
interaction than in a residential college. In this setting students and faculty live and learn 
together and at the very least, many more opportunities exist for intentional and 
meaningful interactions to occur. The research presented for this current study 
30 
compliments the very limited amount of research available regarding how students 
benefit from interactions with faculty and the differing effects felt by students of color. 
Faculty Satisfaction and Persistence 
 Clearly the demands of being a college or university professor are significant. The 
hours can be tiring, the administration and students demanding of their time, and many 
faculty are still strongly encouraged to focus on research while meeting the other burdens 
placed upon them (Daly & Dee, 2006). While there is a divergence of literature to be 
found on the topic of faculty satisfaction and persistence, the results seem to remain fairly 
consistent. 
 Barnes et al. (1998) found the when all the aspects of their research was boiled 
down, two major themes arrived. The two prevalent themes they found were that faculty 
satisfaction and persistence could be predicted by multiple and possibly conflicting time 
commitments and the sense of community they felt existed in their own departments and 
the university as a whole. Their study was a stratified, random sample of faculty from 
306 institutions of higher education and encompassed 3,070 faculty members. The 
institutions represented all types of Carnegie classifications: Research Universities I and 
II, Doctoral Granting Universities I and II, Comprehensive Universities I and II, Liberal 
Arts Colleges I and II, and Two-Year Colleges (Vito, 2007). The faculty members’ 
survey had to fit the parameter that they did not intend to retire in the next 5 years to 
avoid potential confounding variables related to retirement. As indicated earlier the sense 
of community felt by the faculty members was the single most important issue in faculty 
deciding to stay in their positions. However, time management issues were also a key 
factor. Other important factors associated with faculty wanting to stay in their positions 
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found by Barnes et al. (1998) were faculty rewards systems, institutional reputation, and 
interest in their discipline. It is interesting to note that interaction with students outside of 
the classroom or even relationships with students was not noted as a significant factor of 
faculty satisfaction and retention in this study. One likely reason for this finding is that, 
unfortunately, out-of-class interaction does not happen with great frequency in higher 
education (Cox & Orehovec, 2007).  
 In another recent and helpful study Lindholm (2003) presented the idea of faculty 
satisfactions and retention in terms of perceived organizational fit. Her study was a 
qualitative set of interviews with 36 full-time tenure track faculty at a large public 
research university. The 36 faculty represented a variety of disciplines and fields in 
higher education. Lindholm (2003) found that most faculty have a difficult time 
describing their fit with a university as a whole and tended to focus more on their specific 
department. While the researcher said it was difficult to get faculty to corroborate each 
other’s perspective (most felt they held a unique perspective) she was able to identify 
some themes of what they found important to their satisfaction and/or persistence. 
Faculty felt the need to “establish a sense of space in the university that is distinctively 
their own-neither too distant from nor too connected with their department and 
institutional colleagues and where they feel comfortable, respected, and appreciated for 
genuinely being themselves.” (p. 143). 
 Fortunately, Lindholm (2003) did find that most faculty interviewed in her study 
did feel a good fit with their department. Most faculty felt that the crucial collective 
support to nurture their support and growth was available. For this particular study the 
faculty felt that their ability to be successful in their own discipline was enhanced and 
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supported by the institution. Again, this study was very helpful in corroborating the 
important issues at play when attempting to ascertain faculty satisfaction and persistence. 
However, the idea of faculty-student interaction did not seem to be a major factor that 
was uncovered in this research. 
 Golde (2000) did actually present a study which linked out-of-classroom 
interactions with students to faculty satisfaction. He found that faculty did find 
satisfaction in residential communities specifically. The benefits as seen by faculty in this 
study were working with colleagues in student affairs and faculty from other disciplines. 
Some faculty also reported that the increased contact and interaction with students had 
helped them better learn the students needs and thus helped them become better teachers 
inside the classroom. Johnsrud (2002) found similar benefits described by faculty in an 
examination of multiple studies. She concluded that reducing stress was a crucial 
component to faculty satisfaction and persistence. She further noted that stress for faculty 
was greatly reduced by promoting positive relationships with administrators and 
encouraging faculty-student interaction. Thus, the residential college is an ideal setting 
for intentionally creating these stress reducers for faculty. 
 Philpott and Strange (2003) presented a research article relating directly to the 
benefits and challenges of serving a residential college system. They interviewed two 
faculty members, two university administrators, and two student affairs professionals. 
They found that their satisfaction was positively affected because they were able to learn 
much more about their students and thus had more appreciation for them as people. More 
important, they felt this experience made the better at teaching as a result of increased 
knowledge of students. A slightly negative impact on satisfaction for the faculty in this 
33 
study was their perception of “politics” and bureaucracy that sometimes made it difficult 
to achieve what they wished to do. 
 
Pilot Study 
Overview of Pilot Study 
I have completed a pilot study for this research. The pilot study was completed in 
the summer of 2007. The study was the capstone of my qualitative research course and 
reviewed by the professor. My dissertation methodology was modified and adjusted 
accordingly based upon the findings of this pilot study. For example, the interview 
questions were adjusted to add more probing and follow up questions which created more 
detailed data in the actual dissertation. 
 The purpose of this study was to gain deeper understanding on why faculty 
members decide to alter their lives to the point of giving up their homes temporarily and 
moving on campus to live with students. There are obviously positive and challenging 
aspects to this lifestyle and both sides were examined thoroughly. This was an especially 
important topic given the fact that many institutions of higher education are moving 
toward creating residential colleges (Klein, 2000) and thus will need to recruit faculty 
members to participate in the program. Having a good understanding of how residential 
faculty feel about their experience can only strengthen the knowledge base administrators 
need when working to secure quality live-in faculty members. Given this goal, my stated 
research question was as follows: “What are the self-perceived positive and negative 
outcomes for a faculty member who serves as residential faculty master living with 
undergraduate college students?” 
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 I selected this topic for several different reasons. First, I have professional 
experience in residential life and have watched with great interest as more emphasis was 
placed on residential colleges in student affairs graduate programs and have seen many 
schools move toward creating residential colleges, or at least faculty interaction 
programs. Some of my professional experience includes direct involvement in residential 
colleges. This gives me some good insight into the concept. Miles and Huberman (1994) 
warn, however, that is it very important to acknowledge potential bias in a study like this. 
While I can see the pros and cons of the residential college system, the fact that I worked 
within this framework has potential to color my interpretation. In order to avoid this 
potential bias, I member-checked the transcripts with the subjects and also compared 
them to the literature review.  The participants in the study did not show concern with 
any of the transcripts. 
All of the faculty members who worked in the residential colleges at this 
university still teach a full load and maintain all of their academic responsibilities. This is 
clearly a significant investment of time and resources on their side as well there is cost 
and other resources being set aside from the university as well. 
Qualitative Design of the Pilot Study 
 The qualitative study was a requirement for a doctoral research course and as such 
was monitored by a professor. As in any qualitative research study, the researcher is the 
primary research instrument (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). My role was to create and 
implement all levels of the research study. First, I submitted a proposal to the faculty 
instructor and worked with her suggestions to come up with an approved study. Once the 
study was approved it was my responsibility to determine who my interview partners 
35 
would be. I did this by first figuring out which residential faculty members were around 
in the summer and then decided upon three with varying demographics to more 
accurately portray the residential experience. While in process of securing meeting times 
and places for our interviews I worked with my research group from class to design a set 
of appropriate questions. I received significant feedback from my peers and set up a long 
list of questions (around 20). I also worked with my group to help identify probing and 
follow up questions so that I would not be just doing a verbal questionnaire and could 
conduct a fluid and adaptable interview.  
 The interviews themselves took place in both faculty residences and an office. 
Gay (1987) indicates that it is very important to have a consistency to the interview 
process; both in terms of setting and questions. I asked all of the participants where they 
would prefer to meet and accommodated their requests. I did not offer any incentives for 
participating since it was a one-time interview for only an hour. In all three settings my 
interview partner and I were the only people in the room and it provided a very 
comfortable environment. All three professors are well respected members of the 
academic community. The first professor, whom I will call Dr. King, was a tenured 
education faculty member who has been a residential faculty master for over 10 years. 
The second professor was a tenured English instructor whom I will call Dr. Jenkins, who 
had been a residential faculty member for 5 years. The third professor was a tenure-track 
law professor whom I will call Mr. Johnson, who was completing his second year of 
living-in. I chose these particular faculty members to examine their perspectives in 
relation to the amount of time they had dedicated to the experience. I was curious to 
understand if someone serving as a faculty master for over 10 years would have the same 
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perspective as someone who had served less than 2 years. I also was able to get different 
gender and racial perspectives from this sample as it was diverse in gender and ethnicity.  
The purpose of this diversity was to see if the data would be divergent based on the avove 
variables.  All of these professors were interviewed once for approximately 60 minutes. 
All of the interviews were taped, and I created a fully coded transcript from my interview 
with Mr. Johnson. I have listened to the interview tapes of the other interviews and pulled 
quotes out that support my findings. I used a color coding system to thoroughly code the 
transcript. According to Miles and Huberman (1994), coding is used to store chunks of 
information in categories that would be easy for the researcher to recall. They continue 
that this is done by the marking of units that cohered because they dealt with the same 
topic and then dividing them into topics and subtopics. (p. 57). I followed this procedure 
and utilized different colored pencils and markers to clearly illustrate each individual 
topic that surfaced. 
 For the purpose of the pilot study I felt that using interviews would be the best 
way to get the information I needed. A primary reason I chose this method was because I 
wanted to get in-depth information on this topic. Rubin and Rubin (2005) gave the 
following advice in deciding to conduct interviews:  “You make sure that both the topic 
and the research question  are best answered through depth interviewing, that what you 
are asking is important, and that what you propose to do is feasible” (p. 39). I did have 
some knowledge of the interview partners, but it is limited. According to Bogdan and 
Biklen (2007) most studies relying on interviewing are with strangers. However, even if 
the interview partners are somewhat known “a good part of the work involves building a 
relationship, getting to know each other, and putting the subject at ease” (p. 103). Based 
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on the information from the two texts listed, along with feedback from my course 
professor, it made the most logical sense to utilize interviews to gather a deep, rich base 
of data on my topic. 
 Of course, any study is going to present certain issues or concerns that arise over 
the course of the examination. I think there were a couple of significant issues that arose 
which I wish I had been better prepared to deal with.  However, addressing these issues 
after the pilot study allowed for me to be better prepared for the dissertation study. The 
first challenge was the fact that I was in a working relationship with my interview 
partners. While I was not a direct supervisor to the faculty members, I was, nonetheless, a 
member of the staff who implemented policies and procedures that directly affected 
them. I discussed this potential bias with my interview partners who said it did not affect 
their ability to participate openly. I also feel through member checking I was able to 
maintain my integrity as a researcher as the participants were able to tell me if I had 
misinterpreted their words. This problem was significantly rectified for my actual 
dissertation study as I no longer worked at this university. Indeed, it was an optimal 
situation as I still had contacts, but interviewees no longer needed to be concerned about 
how their answers could potentially impact their work environment. I still had rapport 
with some of the people I interviewed and that had the potential to cause them to guard 
their answers. I was very diligent in explaining to my interview partners that their 
information was confidential and that the results helped me better the understanding of 
impacts and needs felt by faculty. I secured the support of the Chair of the Council of 
Faculty Masters who helped create the opportunities for me to meet with current and past 
faculty masters. 
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 The other problem that arose for me was in terms of the actual questions I utilized 
for the interviews. While they were well thought out and prepared there was a major flaw 
for which I was unprepared. I had many questions, but I had not prepared any probing 
questions or follow up questions based on some of the responses I should have been able 
to anticipate (see Appendix A). I did follow Bogdan & Biklen’s (2007) suggestion and 
used semi-structured questions to allow for the most freedom of response from the 
interview partners while maintaining consistency in the questions. However, I am certain 
that I missed some opportunities for deeper follow up. To alleviate this problem I have 
examined the coded transcripts from the pilot study and added some probing questions 
that I felt might be more useful and appropriate (see Appendix B) which were then used 
for the dissertation. Overall, I was able to gather some very useful information but I feel I 
might have gotten deeper answers with better probing questions. 
 Rubin and Rubin (2005) stated that creating detailed coding is the best way to 
produce rich and full data from qualitative interviews. I utilized that philosophy in my 
pilot study after having the three 1-hour long interviews with my interview partners 
transcribed. I began the coding process by simply reading the transcripts over and over to 
fully understand what data said. After several readings of the materials natural themes 
started to form in my thought process based on what the interview partners had discussed 
with me. I highlighted the emerging themes in different colors and other distinctive 
symbols to help separate the themes. Since most of the themes that emerged were 
positive and related to each other I used the same type of highlighter and changed the 
colors and patterns. I also used a different color scheme for themes which displayed a 
negative effect. More specifically, I used different colored ink pens on the negative 
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themes so the negative and positive themes were clearly distinguishable. Upon 
conclusion of finding all of the themes I then coded them into categories so I could best 
analyze the data. 
Findings of the Pilot Study 
In my pilot study I found that the experience for faculty was generally very 
beneficial and clearly outweighed the few challenges that came up. I was able to identify 
10 general categories or themes. Of the 10, eight were positive and elaborated on all the 
tangible and intangible benefits the faculty members perceived based on their experience.  
 There were two categories that emerged from the interviews that showed the 
perceived negative impact on residential faculty.  
 Time commitment. The first negative category was the idea of how much time it 
takes to be successful in the position. All three intervieweees mentioned that it took a lot 
of time away from other things they could be doing. This said, they also recommended 
that only tenured or “seasoned” faculty participate in the program.  
Loss of personal freedom. The other negative category was the concept of giving 
up personal freedom. Residential faculty members had to get used to “life in the 
fishbowl” where all students and other staff knew what they were doing at all times.  
 By far, however, most of the coding categories came out as positive impacts that 
residential faculty feel they received from their experience living with students. I will 
touch very briefly on each of the positive categories and then focus on what I identified 
as the main category or finding.  
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Creating Faculty Relationships 
 The first benefit category I found was the idea of relationships being created with 
other faculty members because of this experience. The professors mentioned that they 
were living and working with faculty members from different disciplines and that they 
had created great relationships that would have never occurred if it were not for this 
position 
Mentoring Students 
The second benefit category that surfaced was the opportunity to mentor and 
influence students. All of the professors stated that it was their desire to work with 
students that was the primary motivation for taking this position on, so this fits perfectly 
into that idea. Klein (2000) discussed the impact of the residential college system on the 
opportunity to directly interact and help shape the student experience.  
Adult Role Model 
The third benefit category seems very similar, but has it has its own place. This 
category is just serving as an adult figure. The professors didn’t want to be surrogate 
parents for 700 plus students but they feel good knowing that students and parents alike 
feel comfortable with the presence that a “seasoned” adult faculty presence brings to the 
residential college.  
Fostering Student Independence 
The fourth benefit category was related to the previous ones, but takes a different 
direction. This category is assisting students in fostering independence. Astin (1997) 
demonstrated that students who have contact with faculty are likely to develop and 
mature at a faster rate than those who do not.  
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Improving the System 
The fifth benefit category that came out was being able to make changes to the 
experience for students and faculty from within the system. The professors explained that 
before they were part of the residential college program they had no idea on how it even 
functioned. Afterward, they felt armed with the knowledge and access to high level 
administrators to help create a new direction for the residential college model.  
Formal Remuneration 
The sixth benefit category was the actual payment received – free room and 
board. While not the primary motivation for any of the faculty in this study this was still 
an important aspect of the experience for them. Barnes et al. (1998) clearly illustrate that 
financial security is an important to faculty both as a general means of survival, but also a 
feeling of being valued by the institution.  
Part of a Community 
The seventh benefit category was the personal benefit of being part of a 
community. Lindholm (2003) explained that a key to faculty satisfaction and persistence 
was feeling that they are part of the university community. The faculty interviewed 
expressed a feeling of strong community of faculty and staff from across disciplines that 
are all going through a similar shared experience and thus have much in common. They 
were also part of a residential community of scholars, including students.   
Relationships With Students 
The eighth and final category for self-perceived benefits for residential faculty 
was the ability they have to create out-of-classroom relationships with various students. 
This theme emerged early and often with all three professors and was also made clear by 
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the level of passion with which they spoke on the topic. This general idea is clearly seen 
by another residential faculty master: “I have an opportunity to have a different type of 
relationship with students. One not constrained by the organization of the teaching and 
grading environment and so the relationship I have with the RAs and the residents, except 
for the residents who are law students, is very different than I have with my students... I 
have to say I have been very warmly and wonderfully surprised by how our students are 
willing to take a ride with you into some area or adventure they knew little about” 
(Johnson, personal communication, 2007) 
Discussion of Pilot Study Findings 
 The data were very useful in helping me answer my initial research question in a 
rather clear and efficient manner. My research question asked what the self-perceived 
impact was on the professors who chose to be residential faculty. That has already been 
laid out rather clearly stemming from what the faculty masters stated. They were overall 
very pleased with their experience and felt the impacts on them are numerous and 
generally positive in nature. They feel they have better relationships with students and 
other faculty members, get to make a difference in the lives of young people, and receive 
some nice fringe benefits like free room and board. This is consistent with Golde’s 
(2000) assertion that residential faculty feel better connected to other faculty colleagues 
and students. Also, in an article I found sharing the faculty perspective on living and 
learning with campus, Klein (2000) noted “I used to plead with my students to stop by for 
a conference or a chat; now I can’t get them out of my office without polite subterfuge” 
(p. 13). This seemed to fit hand in glove with the pilot study results I gathered which 
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described the residential faculty being able to create positive and unique relationships 
with students which would not have occurred in any other setting.  
 The only two negative impacts that came up in discussion were time commitment 
and the transparency of one’s personal life. While the faculty masters acknowledged this 
as a concern (especially before moving in) they seemed to think it was rather minor in 
comparison to the incredible opportunity. It was clear to me in the interviews with each 
of the professors that they were very happy in their current role and were not in any hurry 
to get away from the residential college. 
 The pilot study was conducted in accordance with the direction set forth from 
various qualitative research texts and the literature review and provides information that 
could be potentially useful to student affairs professionals, administrators, and faculty. I 
attempted to make the study as trustworthy as possible. I engaged in member checking 
with my interview partners by sharing with them what I found in my interviews and they 
concurred that this was an accurate portrayal of their thoughts. I also conducted a 
literature review and the results are consistent with the findings of my study. Some of this 
literature review was discussed in the introduction to the study. For example, Ryan 
(1992) outlined the purpose of the residential college as one that evolved to a concept of 
community encouraging student development as whole, from intellectual to interpersonal 
and beyond. Of course faculty members are also going to be concerned about student 
academic success as teaching courses is the primary mission. Also, a study by Edwards 
(2002) provides an education look into a couple of other purposes of a residential college. 
He surveyed students at an institution where they could choose to be part of a 
living/learning residential community or a more traditional residence hall to look at 
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persistence at the university and in the residence halls and at the academic impact of 
participating in the residential program. His findings were quite clear that there was a 
significant impact on the students who had chosen the residential living/learning center. 
He found that students in the living learning center had more than a 10% higher rate of 
retention to sophomore year and also had higher GPAs. These results would certainly 
seem to lend themselves to the hypothesis that students in a residential college tend to 
feel more of a sense of belonging and community than their counterparts in non-
living/learning centers and do better academically, thus helping restate the case for the 
need of residential colleges and thus, residential faculty. Given this backdrop, this 
information can be used to help create future residential colleges, or at least more 
opportunities for out-of-class student and faculty interaction.  
 A major challenge in creating residential colleges is finding faculty members who 
are willing to commit to this lifestyle. The results of the pilot study really provided some 
concrete examples of the pros and cons from faculty perspectives. This information, 
especially since it is so overwhelmingly positive, would really be helpful in recruiting 
new faculty members. The information would be useful both to the administrators 
recruiting as well as the professors themselves. It is very difficult to get faculty to sign on 
for so much work when they do not know what the impact will be on their life personally 
and professionally. It is only fair and logical that all parties involved in the process be 
knowledgeable about all aspects of the position.  
 In summary, this study demonstrates evidence that in this setting serving as a 
residential faculty master provides many positive outcomes for the professors I 
interviewed for the pilot study. They lived and learned in a community of scholars and 
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created relationships they treasure and would not have otherwise. The information from 
the pilot study may be useful in helping others better understand faculty perspectives 
when developing or enhancing residential colleges at other institutions of higher 
education.  The main benefit of the pilot study was to create a template to work from for 
the dissertation.  Working from the lessons learned regarding trustworthiness and issues 
with the questions I was better prepared to set up the dissertation study.  The literature 
review for the pilot study also presented a starting point for the much more extensive 
literature review needed for the dissertation.  While the pilot study certainly did not 
represent any generalizable findings it did create a vehicle from which to launch the 
dissertation. 
 
Summary 
 The literature review presented clear findings and also shows a distinct gap in the 
literature which this current study fills. Colleges and universities are clearly looking at 
the importance of student-faculty interaction and how to promote and facilitate more 
intentional interaction (Hersh, 1999).  
 One way institutions are attempting to foster faculty-student interaction is through 
residential colleges and/or living and learning communities. In these communities faculty 
spend time with students away from the classroom and help them learn and develop. 
Research clearly demonstrates that this interaction has an important and positive impact 
on student success. Students are more likely to persist in college and are likely to have 
higher self confidence and a broader view on the world and issues because of their 
intentional interaction time spent with faculty. There is some interesting research that 
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points out that while interaction is generally positive for students; it is important to take 
diversity into account. Students of different genders, racial identity, nationality, etc… 
may have differing needs and interests in how their interaction with faculty should work. 
 Clearly for successful faculty-student interaction to take place higher education 
must find ways to reward faculty for this significant effort. Daly and Dee (2006) 
discussed the already immense demands on faculty, especially those in a tenure track. 
Given the amount of work already on the plate of faculty, it is crucial to know what 
motivates them and helps foster satisfaction. The research on faculty satisfaction and 
retention point to things one would expect to be factors such as support from colleagues 
and their department, intellectual stimulation, stress level, and compensation (Lindholm, 
2003). Golde (2000) does present a study focusing on faculty-student interaction in a 
residential setting and the results are promising. Faculty felt very positive effects of the 
interaction with students in terms of creating collegiality with other faculty and staff and 
gaining knowledge to become better teachers in the classroom. 
 In general, the review of the literature provides a strong case for the importance of 
faculty-student interaction outside of the classroom. This finding was evidenced in terms 
of students overall and students viewed through the lens of gender or race. The residential 
college is an ideal laboratory for these interactions to take place. The literature clearly 
described what a residential college is and the positive outcomes that can result in the 
intentional interactions therein. More research is clearly needed to understand what the 
impact is on faculty who live and learn with students. This knowledge will not only 
enhance the entire experience, but it will help the university better understand what type 
of faculty are likely to be successful. Thus, the knowledge gained from this study will 
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provide information that is very much needed by college and university faculty and 
administrators as they plan for more and better residential colleges in the future.  
 In Chapter III, the methods for finding the answers to the research questions are 
detailed. The methods were determined by examining the research questions and deciding 
which method would best help find the answer. Kumar (1999) identified structured 
interviews as a common and very practical way to elicit information in a consistent 
manner; this method is described in Chapter III. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
Restatement of the Problem 
 Colleges and universities are working diligently to find the best ways to educate 
and prepare our students and leaders of tomorrow (Marchese, 1997). Faculty-student 
interaction has been shown consistently to be a predictor for student success and 
persistence. The residential college setting is an ideal venue for out-of-class interaction to 
occur on a regular and intentional basis (Hersh, 1999).  
 A residential college cannot be successful without able and willing faculty to 
serve as mentors living and learning with the students. The knowledge gained in this 
study will provide useful information to both faculty and administrators considering 
participating in a residential college system. 
Research Questions 
This study will focus on providing the answers to the following questions: 
1. What are the positive and negative self-perceived effects on faculty that result 
from the experience of living in a residential college with undergraduate 
students? 
2. What are the positive and negative self-perceived effects on faculty 
satisfaction and persistence that result from the experience of living in a 
residential college with undergraduate students? 
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Dissertation Research Design and Procedures 
 Shank (2002) describes qualitative research as the way to find deep, rich data that 
can tell a story that numbers could never match. Miles and Huberman (1994) continue: 
“With qualitative data one can preserve the chronological flow, see precisely which 
events lead to which consequences, and derive fruitful explanations” (p.1). For this 
reason, the best method for gaining the detailed and specific information needed in this 
research was qualitative. It is in this vein that I did a qualitative study which provided in-
depth information to answer my research questions. Qualitative research has been the 
logical research method of choice for social sciences for some time because of the ability 
to use words instead of numbers to represent deep, involved data (Miles & Huberman, 
1994). Data drawn from words provide a great opportunity for new and complicated 
information to be discovered and explained. Qualitative research provides a great 
narrative on not only what a phenomenon looks or acts like, but also can explain the 
linkages or progressions that make the findings likely. For this study qualitative research 
was also appropriate for the very same reasons. I attempted to explain a complex 
phenomenon in which several different individuals were asked to reflect upon their own 
personal experiences in similar, but not identical situations. Given the nature of this 
research and the need to complex understanding from individuals a quantitative study 
would not have been be appropriate. 
 The research data were gathered qualitatively, as discussed previously. Given the 
nature of the information, it was necessary to determine the type of qualitative research 
necessary to fulfill my premise. Johnson and Christensen (2004) describe five types of 
qualitative research:  phenomenology, ethnography, case study, grounded theory, and 
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historical research. This qualitative study, while having commonality with several types 
of research, fell into the realm of a phenomenological study. 
 A phenomenological study is used to describe one or more person’s experiences 
of a phenomenon (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). In this research the subjects of the 
study shared their experiences as residential faculty members in a residential college.  
Lester (1999) explained the purpose of phenomenological study is to identify how the 
actors in a given situation perceive the phenomenon being studied.  In this study I 
discerned how each of the participants were affected by the residential faculty experience 
and then pieced that information together to see what common and divergent data 
emerged in regards to how they were impacted by their experiences. In my role as the 
researcher, I entered the inner world of each of my interview partners to fully understand 
their perspectives and experiences  It is also important to understand the 
phenomenological research seeks to describe rather than explain (Lester, 1999).    This 
concept was definitely in keeping with this study.  I described the phenomenon of serving 
as a residential faculty as perceived by the study participants.  While I was able to see 
commonalities in responses from my interview partners and group them accordingly, I 
did not state there was a causal relationship.   Groenewald (2004) also described 
phenomenological research from the perspective that it is based on the personal 
knowledge and subjectivity of the participants.  He further noted that phenomenological 
methods are particularly effective at bringing to the foreground the experiences and 
perceptions of individuals from their own experiences.  This is an apt descriptor of my 
research as was the focus of my study. Going back to the research question, I was looking 
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to describe the impact of the phenomenon of serving as residential college faculty from 
the perspective of the participants themselves.     
  The research in this study needed to be qualitative, based on the need for 
in-depth knowledge of the participants. The type of qualitative study was facilitated as a 
phenomenological study based on the information shared above. With this information 
now understood, the process for gathering data is described next.  
Data Collection Procedure 
13 current or recent residential faculty members from a medium-sized private 
institution in the southeast with a residential college program of at least 20 years were 
identified and interviewed. Miles and Huberman (1994) recommend interviewing as the 
most logical and common method of qualitative information gathering in 
phenomenological studies. Interviewing has its advantages and disadvantages. Some 
potential disadvantages are the fact that the quality of the data will depend upon the 
quality of the interviewer and the interaction itself (Kumar, 1999). Conversely, some 
advantages of the interview as a method of data collection, also according to Kumar 
(1999), is the fact that the interview is more appropriate for complex situations, is more 
useful for collecting in-depth information, and the questions being asked of the subject 
can be explained if necessary (p. 115). Rubin and Rubin (2005) continue that train of 
thought stating that through interviews complex answers to questions may be found. In 
this study, for example, interviewing was necessary to determine faculty members’ 
personal perceptions regarding their experiences. While quantitative data could be 
collected about how long they stayed in their positions, the only way to understand how 
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the experience affected the participants was through the process of intentional and 
consistent interviews with the individuals involved in the study.  
Once it was determined that interviewing was the appropriate way to gather data, 
I had to decide how many interview partners were needed for the study. I chose 10-15 
interviews based on other qualitative studies utilized in my literature review and ended up 
interviewing 13. The intention was to provide the correct number of interview partners 
that will allow for complete saturation on the topic. Creswell (2003) describes saturation 
as the point of data collection at which no new themes or ideas will generally materialize. 
I am also basing the 10 to 15 number on both my pilot study and a review of the literature 
to for this study. In the pilot study three people were interviewed and even among that 
small sample there was much overlap in data categories. In the literature review, for 
example, Johnson and Christensen (2004) recommend in-depth interviews with 10 to 15 
people. Given this information, 13 interview partners help me get to that point of 
saturation.  
The 13 interview partners were chosen from the private institution I mentioned 
previously. This institution is medium sized with approximately 12,000 students. 
Approximately 4,000 of the students reside on campus in either apartments or one of the 
five residential colleges. This is a selective university in the southeast with a history of 
residential colleges going back more than 25 years. All of the students residing in the 
residential colleges are undergraduates with the vast majority of them in the traditional 
college age range of 18 to 22. The residential colleges range in size from 450 students to 
over 900 students. There are three residential faculty members in each residential college. 
The faculty master is the lead faculty member in the community and serves to set the 
53 
intellectual tone for the community. Each faculty master has the opportunity to work in 
conjunction with the administration to appoint two associate faculty masters. The 
associate masters are generally responsible for programming for students and assisting 
the faculty master in generally promoting a living and learning environment with the 
students. The master and associate masters work in conjunction with a full-time 
professional residence coordinator. The residence coordinator is the primary 
administrator for the community assuming responsibility for student conduct, staff 
supervision, emergency procedures, and other such duties. The residential faculty and 
residence coordinator serve to work together in forming the leadership team of the 
residential college. There are a total of 15 residential faculty members at the university. 
The Chair of the Council of Masters (the organization comprised of the residential 
faculty) assisted me in contacting each of the faculty to invite them to participate. I 
accepted the first 13 faculty members who volunteered to participate. I did not anticipate 
the need to provide an incentive to the interview partners. The Chair assured me that this 
is a topic they were passionate about, and they were very happy to participate. I also 
member checked with them and offered to share the findings of my study. Given that they 
are all academicians this was of interest to many of them.  
I obtained authorization from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) from both my 
university as well as the other university before the study began. I traveled to the 
university and conducted individual interviews with each of the faculty members who 
agreed to participate. I interviewed each faculty interview partner for 90 minutes in his or 
her office or residential college home after having them sign a statement of informed 
consent. The 90-minute interview was based on the approximate time the interviews took 
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during the pilot study (60 minutes), given that some additional probing questions were 
added.  I held structured interviews with my interview partners. According to Johnson 
and Christensen (2004), structured interviews are defined as the investigator asking a pre-
determined set of questions. This provides in-depth information, but also adds to the 
trustworthiness of the data as the questions for each interview partner are consistent. 
As mentioned, each interview partner was given the statement of informed 
consent in advance and was asked to sign before the interview began. According to Gay 
(1987), the informed consent is given to research participants to understand the purpose 
and scope of the study in order to decide if they wish to participate. The consent form 
was sent to the interview partners in advance so they were fully aware of the study before 
they committed the time and energy to the project (see Appendix C). The timing and 
placement of the interviews themselves was a result of a combination of debriefing the 
pilot study and Rubin and Rubin’s (2005) suggestion that interview times be consistent 
with participants and be a reasonable commitment from the interview partner. I 
conducted the interviews over the course of one month. Also, I allied myself with the 
Chair of the faculty masters who assisted me in the coordination of the interview 
schedule. Bogdan and Biklen (2007) discuss the importance of creating a relationship 
with your interview partners, but wars that it is crucial to consider any bias the researcher 
may have when working with people who are known to them. While I have a rapport 
with the Chair, most of the other faculty were people that I had limited interaction with as 
many of them were new since I last spent time at this institution. My rapport with the 
chair helped me secure interviews, but did not impact the nature of the interaction with 
my interview partners. However, I disclosed to them my prior relationship with the 
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university and asked them if they felt comfortable proceeding with the interview. I also 
explained to them that I was conducting member checking with them so they could 
challenge my interpretation of what they had intended with their responses. I also shared 
with them that I would be participating in peer review with someone unaffiliated with the 
study or institution for a completely unbiased source of feedback. I recorded the 
interviews (with permission from my interview partners) and also took field notes.  
Data Analysis Procedure  
Once the data were collected, the data were transcribed by a professional. Once 
the transcriptions were complete I triangulated them with my field notes  as well as read 
the transcripts as I listened to the recordings to make sure they were accurate as 
suggested by Kumar (1996). Miles and Huberman (1994) describe triangulation in the 
following way: “Stripped to its basics, triangulation is supposed to support a finding by 
showing that independent measures of it agree with or, at least, does not contradict it.” (p. 
266). To help in this end, I compared my field notes and transcriptions with the data to 
make sure I had not misinterpreted any interview data. On a larger scale I followed 
Christensen and Johnson’s (2004) data triangulation process by conducting several 
interviews following the same, consistent method and questions to examine the 
consistency of the themes that emerge from the data overall from all of my interview 
partners. 
Clearly, transcribing and coding the data is crucial to the ability to have the deep, 
rich data necessary for this study. With the consent of my interview partners, I recorded 
all of the interviews. I worked with a professional transcriber who transcribed the 
interviews into formal transcripts. In conjunction with Rubin and Rubin’s (2005) 
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suggestion, the process began by my reading the transcripts completely several times 
before even attempting to segment and code the data. Upon multiple readings, 
“segments” of information began to stand out. Segments, according to Johnson and 
Christensen (2004), are data chunks that are parts of the body of the transcript that form 
meaningful analytical units on their own (p. 502). I utilized the segments and themes that 
surfaced in the pilot study as a starting point and added the new themes which arose and 
incorporated the new segments that fit into the existing themes. Upon conclusion of 
identifying the segments for an entire transcript I conducted the coding process to 
identify all the themes and other pertinent issues.  
Coding is the system of marking segments of data with symbols, descriptive 
words, or category names (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). The method I utilized to 
identify these segments and place them in categories was using different colors and 
patterns to serve as the symbols.  For example, all data segments relating to increased 
ability to teach were highlighted in green.  This is the process that I utilized in the pilot 
study and thus I followed that process again during the dissertation study. Kumar (1999) 
recommended that utilizing a consistent coding system that is comfortable for the 
researcher is the best way to approach that aspect of the study. I also utilized field notes 
written in the margins during the interviews to help identify potential links between 
segments as part of the coding process as described by Bogdan and Biklen (2007). I also 
prepared a master list of codes to tie all of the transcripts together. The master list, in 
accordance with Miles and Huberman (1994), included each code followed by the full 
code name and a brief description or definition of the code. As each transcript was coded, 
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any newly identified codes were added to the master list creating an efficient manner of 
storage and quick access for the researcher.    
At the completion of the process I analyzed the data to find the patterns and 
themes that emerge to describe the findings of the study. As Johnson and Christensen 
(2004) suggest, I tied together the segments of information that have been placed into 
different categories. In the pilot study, the categories that emerged were positive and 
negative self-perceived impacts on the residential faculty. I began with those categories, 
but kept open the likelihood that other categories were likely to emerge as more personal 
perspectives were introduced and analyzed. The data were examined to answer my two 
research questions. While the first question was very open ended and lent itself to 
multiple categories, the second question needed more clarification. Clearly, my second 
research question led me to examine faculty satisfaction and persistence. In terms of 
faculty satisfaction, I examined the data and looked at coding segments that matched 
what Barnes et al. (1998) described as the major elements of faculty satisfaction: feeling 
like part of a community and feeling valued. Faculty persistence was examined through 
the lens of how serving as a member of the residential faculty impacts the faulty 
member’s desire to stay at his or her current institution. I utilized all of the individual 
transcripts and data to triangulate the overall findings. For example, if just one person 
described a certain phenomenon I listed it accordingly. However, if all or most of the 
participants described an effect this position had on them similarly, it will be somewhat 
more generalizable to this particular group of residential faculty. Once I had this part of 
the study completed, I facilitated member checking to give the participants an 
opportunity to improve the trustworthiness of the information as well. Member checking, 
58 
according to Rubin and Rubin (2005), is the process of sending the findings back to 
research participants and allowing them the opportunity to challenge the way the 
researcher perceived their input into the study. Once the member checking was 
concluded, I confirmed that the data were consistent with what my interview partners 
actually stated. Member checking helped me correct for any potential bias I may have 
had as the researcher. By checking back with my interview partners, they were able to 
correct any information I may have interpreted differently than they intended. I also 
implemented peer review to combat potential bias on my part, by having a colleague 
review my work. Peer review is described by Gay (1987) as describing one’s 
interpretations and conclusions with one’s peers or colleagues. I incorporated peer review 
with a colleague at two points in the study. I discussed the general themes that emerged 
from the coding process to see if he had a different perspective on that. I worked through 
my final conclusions and implications with him as well.  I identified a colleague at a 
different institution willing to spend the time to assist and in no way related to my study. 
Once this process was complete I moved on to the findings and implications part of the 
study.  
Summary 
The pilot study experience helped me create a systematic approach to gathering 
and analyzing the data for this study. However, it also presented some opportunities for 
improvement in the dissertation study. One important change was to restructure the 
interview aspect of the dissertation study. The location of the interviews worked well 
with the faculty; however, the questions utilized were not quite sufficient. The updated 
questions (Appendix B) were more focused and also contained more probing questions 
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that were important to be prepared with (Rubin & Rubin, 2005) in order to obtain a 
deeper level of data. For example, in the pilot study I asked the question “what drew you 
to be involved in a residential college?” Reflecting on the literature and pilot study 
interview experience, I realized that there was a need to add probing follow-up questions. 
For this question, I added the following probing questions: (a) Who approached you to 
become involved and how? (b) How did you feel your relationship with students would 
change? and (c) What concerns crossed your mind? As previously touched upon, I 
learned that it is important to utilize the resources I had to help cultivate the 13 interview 
partners I utilized for this study. With the pilot study, I was able to just call and get on 
calendars. Later I was at a different university and did not know most of my potential 
interview partners. I was fortunate to have secured a promise from the Chair of the 
faculty masters that he would work with me to lend credibility to my request and ensure 
that I would get the participation I needed for the study. Again, I needed to correct for 
any potential bias I may have had because of this relationship and also make sure that my 
research partners understood my experiences with the program. 
Overall, the pilot study was a platform from which to launch research for this 
dissertation. The general plan worked well and the interview partners were comfortable 
with the process. However, the experience showed me some areas that needed to be 
augmented to be better prepared for the study. The pilot study experience, in addition to 
some changes implemented from that process, left me well prepared for this dissertation 
study. 
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CHAPTER IV 
PARTICIPANTS AND FINDINGS 
Participants 
 The purpose of this study was to examine the effects residential faculty members 
reported as a result of their experience living in a residential college.    The university 
was able to provide me with a list of 27 current and former residential faculty members 
for whom contact information was available. I emailed all of these individuals with my 
proposal abstract and a brief explanation of my interest in interviewing them for the 
study. In the end I was able to sit down and formally interview 13 current and former 
residential faculty members who served as faculty masters and/or associate faculty 
masters as they were the only people to respond. There was a strong element of diversity 
in faculty who participated.  The participants ranged in time of service from current 
members of the residential college system to participants from over 20 years ago.  Eight 
of the 13 participants were female and 5 were male. Most of the faculty members were 
tenured at the time of service, but there were a couple of exceptions. The faculty came 
from a variety of academic disciplines and points in their career. There was also a variety 
of ethnicities represented by race, religion, and national origin. Overall, the group was 
very diverse, yet, even from this diversity there were consistent themes that emerged. 
 I will give a brief and general description of each participant for context of the 
study using a pseudonym for each person. Each participant was given the option to pick 
his/her own pseudonym or allow me to choose one for him/her. The pseudonyms selected 
were created without regard to ethnicity for further protection of participants. Thus, a 
pseudonym that may sound as if it is from a certain ethnicity could be placed on any 
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participant, regardless of his or her actual ethnicity. For further protection of 
confidentiality as promised in the study, I will not confirm whether or not any of the 
participants are current of former residential faculty, nor will I mention whether or not 
they were faculty masters or associate masters. This will allow for context without 
identifying characteristics of the participants involved. 
 Professor Theresa Martinez – Dr. Martinez was a residential faculty member who 
brought a family with her to live in the residential college. She knew about the residential 
college system because of interactions she had with other faculty who had served as 
residential faculty. Dr. Martinez was a tenured professor at the time of involvement in the 
residential college system and was teaching undergraduate students. Coming into the 
position she was very excited about creating a better appreciation and understanding of 
campus and was a bit apprehensive about how the time commitment would create 
challenges for her and her family. 
 Professor Margaret Jones – Dr. Jones was a residential faculty member who also 
brought family with her into the residential college when she moved in. She became 
aware of the residential college system as both a student at a university that also had a 
residential college system and appreciated its potential and also through colleagues who 
spoke of their experiences in the residential college at the university examined in this 
study. Dr. Jones was a tenure-track professor at the time of service in the residential 
college, but had not yet achieved tenure. She taught mostly undergraduate, but also some 
graduate students in her academic program. When considering the position she was 
excited about the opportunity to interact with students and also happy with the 
conveniences living on campus could provide. Her real only concern coming into the 
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residential college was the uncertainty of how this experience would affect  her privacy 
and that of her family. 
 Professor Shawna Cook – Dr. Cook was a residential faculty member who also 
brought her family with her to live in the residential college system. Her knowledge of 
the residential college system was initially a result of being asked to come into the 
college as guest lecturer and presenter for programs for students. She supplemented this 
knowledge by current residential faculty to inquire about the experience and what the 
expectations would be. Dr. Cook was a tenured member of the faculty and was teaching 
several courses with both graduate and undergraduate students. She was very intrigued by 
the idea of blending both her work and personal life in a convenient, yet intentional way. 
She also thought it would be a beneficial experience for her children in terms of the 
exposure to the university and students. Her main concern at the time of appointment was 
figuring out exactly what she was supposed to be doing in her new position. 
 Professor Marta Weeks – Dr. Weeks was a residential faculty member who came 
to the residential college system with her immediate family. She came to know and 
understand the residential college program through members of her own faculty 
department who had both participated in the system and who were well aware of the 
program through colleagues who had served as residential faculty. Dr. Weeks was a 
tenured faculty member who taught mostly graduate students, but also had a desire to 
teach and learn more about undergraduate students as well. She was motivated to take on 
the position because she felt it was going to be an excellent way to get to know the 
university better and get to know students on a more personal level than as a professor. 
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Her only real concern was that she was not sure what the actual responsibilities of the 
position would be, so she wondered if she was completely prepared. 
 Professor Alexis Pierre - Dr. Pierre was a residential college faculty member who 
brought family with her to the residential college. Dr. Pierre heard about the residential 
college system and the residential faculty position via faculty in her college. They knew 
she was not happy with the living options in the area and thought with her disposition 
towards students this could be a nice alternative. She was a tenured faculty member 
teaching mostly undergraduate students. Upon learning more about the opportunity she 
felt it would be a really unique way to learn more about the university and students, while 
also providing a convenient place to live. Her biggest concern was that by moving onto 
campus that she would lose her ability to separate between work and family life. She felt 
moving into a “fishbowl” could be challenging for her family due to lack of privacy. 
 Professor Robert Jenks – Dr. Jenks was a residential college faculty member who 
brought a family with him to live in the residential college. Dr. Jenks was made aware of 
the residential college system by the dean of his college, who thought this experience 
would be one he would enjoy and would also be a bonus that would make him want to 
commit to staying at the university. He was a tenure track professor teaching both 
graduate and undergraduate students. Dr. Jenks was first thinking about the tangible 
benefits the position provides such as free housing and food and the convenience living 
on campus could provide his family and himself. After learning more about the system he 
found he was intrigued by the opportunity to live on campus with students. He heard 
from colleagues it was a valuable experience for their professional development and 
learning. His only real concern coming into the position was how the opportunity was 
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going to impact the privacy of his family. He was concerned about letting students come 
into his home which could decrease his personal time with his family, which was very 
important to him.  
 Professor Simon Temple – Dr. Temple was a residential faculty member who 
brought his immediate family with him to live in the residential colleges. Dr. Temple first 
found about residential colleges and residential faculty as a guest lecturer in the colleges. 
He had no idea the residential colleges did anything except give students a place to sleep, 
and as he learned more about the system he began to contact administrators to find out 
how he could get involved. Eventually he was asked by other residential faculty to join 
the system. Dr. Temple was a fully tenured faculty member teaching mostly 
undergraduate students. He believed the experience would be good for him professionally 
in learning more about the residential side of student life, and he also thought the 
atmosphere of a residential college would be one that would have a positive effect on his 
children—living around bright and ambitious college students. His only real concern was 
the fact that he felt he was not sure what the position entailed and what the expectations 
of him would be. 
 Professor Jean Lanscomb – Dr. Lanscomb was a residential faculty member who 
brought her immediate family with her to live in the residential college. She found out 
about the residential college program from current residential faculty who contacted her 
about potentially becoming involved in the program. She also had at least one colleague 
in her department who had previously served in the residential colleges and was able to 
provide her with a lot of information regarding how the program worked and what it 
would be like to participate. Dr. Lanscomb was a tenure track professor who taught 
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mostly graduate students and thought it would be a great opportunity to learn more about 
and better connect with undergraduate students. She also had come to know a few of the 
other residential faculty members and was excited about potential connections with them 
as well. Her biggest concern coming into the position was privacy issues. She thought 
that students would have a tremendous amount of access to her apartment and wondered 
how that might impact her family. 
 Professor Merideth Vann – Dr. Vann was a residential faculty member who did 
not initially bring a family with her in the residential college system. She actually found 
out about the residential college system through talking with other faculty members. 
Upon finding out more about the residential colleges and the residential faculty role she 
took it upon herself to contact administrators to find out how she could get involved with 
the program. She was a tenured faculty member who taught mostly undergraduate 
students. Dr. Vann was optimistic that the residential college would not only provide a 
keen insight into the lives of undergraduate students, but also provide a community of 
which she could feel a part. Unlike many others, she was not concerned about lack of 
privacy as that was actually a draw for her. Her only concern was that she felt she did not 
have much information on what the position would actually entail and as such, she was 
not sure if she was fully prepared to succeed. 
 Professor Patricia Barry – Dr. Barry was a residential faculty member who 
moved into the residential college with her family. She actually found out about the 
residential college due to her own interest in participation. She had heard of the system 
and began contacting current and former residential faculty members to get a better 
understanding of the program. She also had at least one colleague in her academic college 
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with experience serving a residential faculty member. After gathering information on the 
opportunity she took it upon herself to contact the administration to formally request an 
interview to explain how she could benefit the students by serving in the residential 
college. Dr. Barry was a tenure track professor teaching mostly undergraduate students. 
She was excited about the opportunity to get to know students in a different way and on a 
different level. She felt it would help her better understand the students she was teaching. 
Her biggest apprehensions moving into the residential college system were how the 
opportunity would impact the privacy of her family, and she also was unsure how she 
could possibly interact and create relationships with all the students in the building, given 
that there were more than 700 of them. 
 Professor John Steele – Dr. Steele was a residential faculty member who did not 
initially bring his family with him when moving into the residential college system. Dr. 
Steele was recruited to be part of the residential college system by a current residential 
faculty member. He had very limited knowledge of the residential colleges until he was 
invited in to participate in a staff meeting with students to learn more about the 
experience. Shortly after this experience he was invited to join the residential college 
system. Dr. Steele was a fully tenured professor who taught students both on the 
undergraduate and graduate levels. Prior to his involvement he was excited about what 
type of interactions he would have with students. He felt this would be a unique and 
powerful way to connect with and support students. He was one of few faculty members 
who was not concerned about privacy as he embraced that part of the opportunity. 
However, he did think the experience could have a detrimental effect on his personal life 
with friends outside of the university, given the amount of time needed and the fact that 
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he was living on campus. He was also slightly concerned that he was not really cognizant 
of the actual responsibilities the position would entail. 
 Professor Dean Smith – Dr. Smith was a residential faculty member who moved 
into the residential college and brought his immediate family with him. He had been 
involved in student life as an undergraduate and graduate student and found this a way to 
continue that involvement with students. He found out about the residential college 
system from colleagues in his department. At least one of his colleagues had served in the 
residential college system and gave him perspective about the position. He was optimistic 
about the position based on his previous experiences and perception that a residential 
college was a very dynamic community where he could mentor students to be successful. 
His initial concerns coming into the position were time commitment and preparation. He 
was already very busy in his professional role and was unsure how much time would be 
required to make an impact in his position. He was also fairly new to the university and 
was thus unsure if he had the knowledge base of university resources necessary to help 
students who needed such information. 
 Professor Jose Wilson – Dr. Wilson was a residential faculty member who moved 
into the residential college and brought his immediate family with him. He was aware of 
the residential college system due to relationships with colleagues that had served in the 
residential college system. He was approached by university administration to consider 
the position. He was considering positions at other institutions at the time, and he 
believed some of the interest in his candidacy was to help keep him at the university as a 
professor. He was a fully tenured faculty member teaching primarily undergraduate 
students. He was intrigued by the potential to influence students in a positive way and 
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also the tangible benefits that associated with the position for both him and his family, 
along with the impact of living in the residential college community could have on his 
children. His two man concerns coming in were how open the university was to change if 
ideas were put forth and he wished to have a clear understanding of roles and 
responsibilities between faculty and administration in the residential colleges. 
Findings 
 This section outlines the results taken from the data resulting from the 13 
interviews conducted with residential faculty members. The results were to be connected 
or shown as divergent to the literature review conducted for Chapter 2 of this study. 
There were many themes that developed from the coding and analyzing of the data and 
those themes were broken down finally to four major categories:  Living on Campus, 
Relationships, Impact on Job, and Institutional Knowledge. Each category contains 
differing aspects covered in that area. Each category lists both positive and negative 
impacts as self-reported by the faculty members interviewed. 
 The findings will be presented generally for a full understanding of the data and 
then will be presented in a more narrow scope in relation to the research questions posed 
for the purpose of the study. 
Living on Campus 
 Perhaps the most basic tenet of serving as a residential faculty member is the fact 
that he/she will be physically living on campus in a residence hall, referred to as a 
residential college in this study to signify participation of faculty in the residential 
community. The interview partners in this study found living on campus had a significant 
impact on them in both positive and negative ways. 
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 Tangible/physical benefits. Residential faculty in this particular institution 
receive a fully furnished, rent-free apartment, meal plan, weekly maid service, parking 
passes for guests, and other minor benefits. Every faculty member interviewed stated that 
this benefit, in and of itself, would not be reason enough to participate in the program. 
However, several of the faculty members did clearly see this as an important part of the 
experience. Professor Jenks , for example stated: 
My initial thoughts in accepting the position were about the selfish benefits. And 
that, again, everything from not having to worry about buying or renting a house, 
maintaining a house, and all the stuff that comes with that.” He continued in 
stating that “the benefit is a place to live, and that’s worth it” and that 
unfortunately, if there are no other benefits other than better connection to 
students, then it is not going to happen. 
 
 Professor Jones also discussed the importance of the apartment: “Number one 
right away was the financial benefit. It was really great. I was thinking, you know, this is 
great for our lives and to not have to worry about our rent or mortgage.”  Professor Jones  
also discussed a couple of other benefits that seemed particularly important:  
The other benefits, you know, even down to the dining hall benefit are great. I 
was always dealing with people and interacting with them and really enjoyed that. 
Also, the maid service once a month was incredible to simply allow me to do 
what I needed to do because it is really working two jobs a lot of the time. Thus, 
all of these benefits had impact in our lives in big ways. 
 
 Overall, in all of the interviews, there was a unanimous affirmation that, at the 
very least, the apartments were a nice benefit. Some discussed the housing as a major 
benefit and some said it was not a factor in joining the residential college system, but all 
acknowledged the accommodations were nice and a benefit in some way. In fact 
Professor Weeks summed it up this way: “The support we get here is amazing, just like 
that at the university level. We are treated so well that if anything goes wrong in the 
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apartment, they’re here to fix it in 2 seconds. The accommodations are beautiful, even the 
meal plan is beautiful.” 
 Convenience. A benefit perceived by several of the participants of this study 
demonstrated that they felt the convenience of living on-campus was a significant plus 
for them. The reality for them is that the college campus is its own little community and 
being there and near their offices is a very positive benefit of being a part of the 
residential college system. Faculty members are often extremely busy and overscheduled 
(Daly & Dee, 2006). The opportunity to keep work and home close was seen as a benefit 
to this challenge. Professor Cook described the importance of this benefit: 
For me, one of the factors that made me think I could handle it was the proximity 
to my office. So we are here at home, and the office is just right there. I could just 
get in and out and, and as I said, I had young kids. So just the thought that I could 
be so close to them when I was at work was very appealing to me. The idea that I 
can kind of blend my work life and my home life influenced my decision. 
 
 Another telling quote by Professor Smith describes the opportunities living on 
campus can afford: 
I understand that I had many reasons for wanting to live on campus. I like the 
accessibility that it always has to things on campus. There is no more dynamic 
place, I think, in the country than a university. In fact, one night you can go see a 
play, another night you can see an orchestra performing, and another night you 
can go see a poetry reading, and another night you can go see students perform, 
and another night, you can have some of these same students in your apartment. I 
love that accessibility. 
 
 Professor Vann described the benefits in a little more personal way in how it can 
affect the day-to-day life of a faculty member:  
Let me tell you, it is so nice to live on campus. I love the library, and it is so easy 
to go the library; I am a voracious reader. It also very convenient to get to the gym 
on a more regular schedule. I mean the gym is 5 minutes away. We also have a 
cinema on campus, which, you know, brings documentaries and—I’m always 
short on time—so I think this convenience saves me so much time. For example, I 
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know they show 15 minutes of ads so I leave the house when 10 minutes of ads 
are done, and I walk in just as the film is starting. I’ve got it timed perfectly, and 
then if I don’t like it, I just walk out and I haven’t wasted too much time, you 
know, so it seems that being on campus is just incredibly wonderful. 
 
 Loss of privacy. In the description of the faculty participating in the study was a 
note about a concern they had prior to moving into the residential college community. 
The most common response to that question was lack of privacy. Thus, when the data 
were examined regarding actual experiences, it is not surprising that lack of privacy did 
actually come out as a concern for some, though not all, faculty. This finding is consistent 
with Golde’s (2000) finding that illustrated a consistent faculty concern in considering 
living in a residential setting and the potential effect it could have on their personal life. 
 An example of this concern was put forth by Professor Jenks in describing a 
challenge with loss of privacy: “I get frustrated because I feel like it’s potentially taking 
away the protection of family time and family space.” Professor Pierre continued: “My 
biggest concern is that sometimes it’s nice to have separation between your work life and 
your home life, and sometimes living here on campus, you felt that the minute you 
opened your door you’re kind of like living in a fish bowl.” 
 All of the participants described the amount of interactions they have with 
students. Generally, that was a very positive thing and also one of the main attractions to 
the position. However, this can also cause a challenge to the personal time and space of 
the residential faculty. The following thought by Professor Smith clearly shows an 
example of this: “Working here can be tough if you can’t separate your personal life from 
your work. I think I can do that pretty well because once I leave the office, I’m gone for 
the day until I come back. The problem with that is that our apartment is used, for 
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example, probably 14 to 15 nights a month for student events. Now that affects your 
family dynamics, of course.”  The professor continued:  “I mean none of the stuff here 
belongs to us. Anything in our apartment, the dishes, the stuff is not ours, and it’s there 
for student usage also. It’s part of teaching young people how to share and respect other 
people’s living space.” 
Relationships 
 Another key finding area of the study can be described in terms of relationships. 
Relationships, especially with students, were a key factor in the initial decision for the 
faculty to move into the residential college. While this was, in general, a very positive 
benefit for residential faculty, there was one concern area that was noted by a few of the 
faculty members. 
 Family/children. The majority of the faculty members participating in this study 
moved into the residential college system with a family. The family units varied from  
spouses, to parents with young children to adolescent children. However, most of the 
families did come with younger children and felt that this experience had a very positive 
effect on the children and family itself. For example, Professor Wilson stated: 
It was an absolutely fantastic experience for my spouse and our kids. We probably 
had students in our apartment a minimum of four times a week, if not more. I 
would say to every RA to come join us, and they took advantage of this. They 
would bring four or five other students, and prepare dinner with our family that 
night. My family would eat and interact with the college students in that way. The 
main result for my kids was that they became very comfortable speaking with 
adults. 
 
 He continued with an interesting anecdote: “The youngest child went on to “X” 
University and was very critical of their residential college system as she thought it was 
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inferior to ours. Perhaps it did not live up to her implanted memories as a child of what 
we did.” 
 There were differing reasons given for what the positive impacts on family were. 
Another example comes from Professor Cook:  
Well it worked out very well for me because my children were very happy to be 
living on campus. It became a status symbol for them. Their friends loved coming 
and visiting them on a university campus and thought it was very cool. So they 
thought they had died and gone to heaven. I mean they tossed the football with 
football players, and then they could go back tell their friends about it. They also 
participated in a lot of the activities and went on the busses with students and got 
to experience things that none of their classmates or friends did. They felt like 
they were college students. 
 
 Another view on the positive impact on family was offered by Professor Barry:  
 
 My kids, my youngest and especially the oldest, I think, would have been quite 
shocked had they not lived in the residential college. He and my spouse have very 
quiet personalities. This experience of living in a residential college made them 
much more extroverted. They feel so connected to the youth. Even if both my 
spouse and I worked at the university we wouldn’t have felt the connection to the 
University. Now, they are very proud of the university and feel like they are a part 
of it. 
   
      Another benefit Professor Barry discussed was the exposure to diversity: “It had such 
a strong and positive impact on them. One thing for me that was so important and 
continues to be is that that position afforded my children and my family an opportunity to 
interact with one of the most diverse environments. “  
 Sense of community. Barnes et al. (1998) described that a major factor in faculty 
satisfaction and persistence is faculty feeling they are part of a community. That 
community could be defined by department or the university community as a whole. 
Thus, the finding that faculty members felt a benefit of serving as a member of the 
residential faculty is an increased feeling of community, is certainly positive. Nearly 
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every faculty participant mentioned in one way or another how feeling like they are part 
of a smaller community was beneficial, and, for some, it was very enlightening. 
 One perspective about community was in terms of the physical surroundings, such 
as living in a residential community. Professor Jones described her perspective of the 
community:  
I mean, I remember the first week I moved to campus. We strolled around the 
campus to get a better feel of our new community. Somebody was tuning their 
instruments, there was an international dance troupe practicing. We got to the 
bank, post office, the convenience store; it was like a having a little city in our 
own back yard. There was also a huge open green space, the field, watching kids 
play all kinds of sports, the water, the ducks, and the classrooms all together in 
one community. 
 
 Another way community was explained was in terms of the people around whom 
a community formed. Professor Cook stated:  
You do learn something about the meaning of community living on campus that I 
didn’t have in the city itself, in my old neighborhood, so I think I sought out 
opportunities in my new neighborhood to bring that kind of feeling. When I 
moved into another community, the residential college system helped me connect 
with my neighbors because of the experience of community I felt in the 
residential colleges. This was a fabulous feeling and I hadn’t experienced it 
before. 
 
 Professor Vann provided the following thought on community: 
To me, the biggest benefit of all, I wanted to have people around me and this was 
a great chance  to have young people around us. The other benefit, of course, is I 
come back to the residential college and I immediately have a family. If I get 
lonely, I just have to step out and there’s somebody behind the desk you know, 
and I can just take a book out there and read just like I do at home with family. 
 
 Relationships with students. The most common reason given by faculty in this 
study for participating in a residential college was to create relationships with students. 
This is consistent with Philpott and Strange (2003) who identified in their study one of 
the most rewarding benefits of participating in a residential college system was the 
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relationships that they had formed with students. Hersh (1999) also noted that residential 
colleges are an ideal place to create out-of-classroom relationships between faculty and 
students. The variety of responses from the participants ranged from personal 
relationships as a benefit of the interaction to mentoring relationships. 
 One perspective on the benefit of relationships built with students was succinctly 
summarized by Professor Lanscomb: 
You are in a community of hundreds of students from all walks of life and so it 
allows you to kind of put aside some of those things and have closer relationships 
with people. I probably wouldn’t have had relationships, and I think the same is 
true for students, if it weren’t for this opportunity. I developed relationships with 
students that I would think I would otherwise have had nothing in common with. 
The relationships ran the gamut, but I definitely have relationships still 
maintained with some of them, you know, mentor-mentee where I provided a lot 
of guidance emotionally or professionally and stay in touch with still. I did also 
develop friendships, particularly with the RAs, who I am now socially friends 
with and maintain deep, meaningful relationships, which is great. 
 One way faculty described the benefit of creating relationships was joy and 
positive feeling they had being able to serve as a mentor. In this role they were able to 
help students find ways to overcome hurdles and be more successful. Professor Martinez  
described one aspect of this benefit: 
So I have students come in and ask me questions like ‘are you allowed to have a 
baby when you are in graduate school?’, and all of these misconceptions that 
students have. A lot of people think ‘I don’t want to be a professor because I want 
to have a family.’ So, I can say to them, OK, just look around and see all of us 
with families and very successful academic careers.” This quote demonstrates the 
power residential faculty have as mentors to make a significant contribution to 
individual students’ lives. 
 
 In addition to mentoring, some faculty felt another benefit was just knowing that 
they had helped students succeed in college. Professor Barry explains:  
I love discussing issues and concerns with students. And so the reward for me is 
to have that extension of the parameters, so to say, of the conversation. So that’s 
been the greatest reward for me, helping them to have a better experience in 
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college. If I didn’t think I was helping them in some way, I probably wouldn’t 
have taken this position. So, for me it’s extremely rewarding as well to know that 
hopefully some of their college experience is a little less frightening because of 
their relationship with me. They are like ‘wow, my professor is a real human 
being.’ 
 
 This final example sums up the feeling some of the faculty shared with me about 
how helping students is such a significant reward for them. Professor Pierre shared this 
experience: 
 I met a student on the first day of move-in. She has a whole little group of friends 
that she moved in with and seemed to not have a care in the world. A year later 
she emailed me and explained that she was having some financial issues and 
asked for assistance. I know she is pretty shy, and I know that from appearance 
her family circumstances would not have occurred to me had I not created a 
relationship with her. The professor, because of the relationship with the student, 
was trusted enough by the student to ask for assistance. This was an extremely 
gratifying experience to know what a direct impact could be made on the student 
because of the relationship.  
 
This example is also congruent with Philpott and Strange’s (2003) findings 
discussed earlier. Many faculty feel it is a significant benefit to be able to have 
meaningful relationships with students. 
 Relationships with faculty. All of the faculty members in the this study 
discussed at some point the benefit of creating relationships with other faculty members, 
particularly faculty members from different disciplines that they would have never had 
the opportunity to meet if not for the residential college experience. Daly and Dee (2006) 
described rapport and relationships with other faculty as an important predictor of faculty 
satisfaction and retention. Professor Cook shared this perspective: 
The relationships that I built with other faculty, that was probably the best part. So 
I developed very strong friendships with faculty outside of my department, faculty 
with whom I would have not socialized or would not have done things with and 
that was pretty special and those relationships remain, so that was great. 
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 Another perspective on the deep relationships formed by faculty in the residential 
colleges was offered by professor Lanscomb: 
The other two families in our residential college, we developed a very close 
relationship and these are relationships that would not have occurred otherwise; 
but since we lived together and spent most of our time together, we became very 
close. This really enhanced the experience for us, and I think made us a better 
working team as well. We now have football tickets together and our kids are 
growing up around each other. My life has been forever changed by the 
relationships with the other faculty. These are people I’m going to be close with 
and my child will be close with for the rest of my life and that’s a huge selling 
point for being a residential faculty member. 
 
 Professor Steele also noted the importance of the relationship with faculty, but 
was a little more focused on the pragmatic benefits:  
I know we are very collegial group; there are many that I see socially. So, it’s 
what we make of it. I do know people who kind of just sit back and you don’t see 
them as part of the group. But for me I can pick up the phone, I can send an email, 
and contact any of them to get what I want or need to get for a student, and that’s 
a major point. You know we come from all disciplines in arts and sciences, from 
medicine, from law, whatever. The relationships I have with the residential 
faculty only serve to enhance my work with the students here. 
 
 The fact that all of the faculty members reported some type of benefit in building 
relationships with faculty is consistent with Vito’s (2007) residential study which clearly 
showed the same results. That study, as previously described, examined the perspectives 
of faculty involved in a residential college and shows that there is some commonality in 
the experience for residential faculty from two different programs. 
 Relationships with parents. There were multiple faculty members interviewed 
who described the relationships created with parents as a benefit. This was somewhat 
unexpected as this theme did not come up at any point in the review of the literature. 
Nonetheless, some faculty members described relationships as fond and beneficial, 
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especially in terms of just making them feel good about helping parents adjust to their 
children in college. 
 For example, Professor Barry described the relationships this way: 
 One of the biggest things I saw out there was that parents have such a feeling of 
relief when they see us. They’re like ‘OK, there’s actual real adults here.’ I 
created relationships with parents that were just great. I had a parent meet me at 
the college parents’ weekend and also taught one of his son’s classes. The next 
week his son introduced himself to me and described how happy his parents were 
to know that I was there for him a professor and also a residential faculty member. 
I received many calls and emails from parents and was able to direct them in the 
right place, which was very rewarding.  
 
Professor Martinez offered a similar perspective:  
I think parents love that there are old people there who have, you know, kids. 
They see us safe and I feel badly for them sometimes because if you look them 
deep in the eye you can see them asking you to look out for their kid. I think some 
of the most meaningful interactions I have had have been with parents. 
 
 Loss of outside friends. By and large the residential college experience generated 
significant relationships. They reported positive relationships with students and other 
faculty and an improved sense of belonging to a community. The one negative impact 
that was noted by faculty in this study was the loss of friendships with people outside of 
the residential college system. This was due to several factors but mostly the amount of 
time taken up by the position and the amount of new relationships formed by faculty 
created less time for existing relationships and friends. Loss of outside friends was not a 
topic that was found in a review of the literature for this study; however, a couple of 
quotes from the faculty will give the rationale clearly. 
 Professor Steele clearly articulated the concern friends had about the residential 
faculty position: 
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I think my friends, however, on the outside were concerned about me taking on 
this position. But they were more concerned because they thought it was going to 
take me away from them, and they would see me less when I moved onto campus. 
In the end it probably worked out the way they thought. I really didn’t factor in 
how much time, you know, meetings in the evening and such… 
 
 Professor Vann related that it was just so easy to get caught up in the residential 
college community and activities that outside friends and relationships were put on the 
back burner: 
 The other part that suffers a little bit is your social life outside of the University. 
So, you know, friends complain that you don’t want to do things with them, and 
you only want to do things on campus. I remember I was invited to a wedding and 
it was the same date as a major residential college event. I went to the wedding, 
but then didn’t stay for the reception because I was asked to participate in a 
couple of the events and I didn’t want to cost my college points in the 
competition. Hopefully, if I could do it over, I probably would go to the reception. 
  
Impact on Job.  In interpreting the results for this study this area was the most 
volatile. There were some consistent themes that emerged, but there were also some 
divergent responses; and conflicting themes. While there were a couple of significant 
negative impacts shared, all faculty would do the position again if they had it to do over. 
 Improved ability to teach. Consistent with the findings of Vito (2007), every 
faculty member interviewed for this study felt that participating as a residential faculty 
member increased his/her ability to teach students. The reasons for this varied from just 
better understanding students to actually viewing them as human from the experience. 
Philpott and Strange (2003) also found in their study that faculty who connect with 
students outside the classroom and especially in a residential college report gaining 
knowledge and skills that make them better professors. 
 Professor Jenks described the impact serving as a residential faculty member can 
impact the ability to teach: 
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I feel like I have more insight into their lives in general. I have more insight into 
what’s important to them and what’s not important to them. Everything from just 
music to social issues and events and relationships. So I think it impacts my 
teaching significantly. I think I am able to make my classes more relevant to their 
lives. There’s something about this position that lessens the power dynamic a 
little bit between faculty and students. The lessened power balance, I think, 
follows me into the classroom and that helps me fine tune my teaching with what 
I am learning about a student’s life and student development. 
 
 Professor Lanscomb offered a similar thought: 
 “I think it enhanced my job by really kind of broadening my understanding of 
what my students’ lives were really like and being able to play that educational 
role not only in the professorial style, but also to educate with other experiences 
and other aspects of my personality. I think it made me a better professor because 
I was able to really kind of get a closer look at what their lives were like. 
 
 Some of the other residential faculty members went into a little more detail on 
how exactly this experience helped them become better professors. For example, 
Professor Steele offered: 
I think I’ve almost become an expert on what makes a college student tick. I 
mean, without having them in a formal classroom I have still seen the differences 
in students over the years. They are all 18 years old but continually changing, like 
now with the influence of technology and such, I just get to learn a lot about them. 
 
 Professor Martinez similarly describes tangible benefits to teaching as a result of 
the residential college experience:  
The most surprising thing for me has been that I had not thought it would enhance 
the other part of my job, the teaching. I find that when I am designing curriculum 
and studies I am much better at generating examples that I know are meaningful 
to undergraduate students that I wouldn’t have otherwise known. Also, I feel like 
I am a more meaningful teacher, and I can through my day-to-day teaching sort of 
enhance the students’ lives in a lot of ways. I am very happy and grateful for that, 
so that has been a great surprise for me. 
 
 Improved satisfaction/retention. One of the key questions of this study and the 
few similar studies I have found is how does the experience of serving as a residential 
faculty member impact the overall satisfaction and retention of those individuals. All 13 
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of the faculty members described the experience as a positive impact on their satisfaction 
and/or retention. There are differing levels of fulfillment from crucial to helpful. In 
addition, every person interviewed stated that they would absolutely do it again given the 
same circumstances. This positive response is consistent with studies by Golde (2000) 
and Vito (2007) which also showed faculty participating in residential programs with 
students improved their satisfaction. 
 Professor Vann felt passionately that the residential faculty experience actually 
kept her from leaving the institution: 
 I tell everybody that I would have left the University if not for this opportunity. 
My colleagues are very nice, but nobody has time and they all have family. I 
probably would have left. It would have been hard to imagine not being in that 
environment for a few years. It has really affected my happiness positively a lot, 
particularly in my first 2 years. The first year was a bit of a struggle, but the 
second year on was very nice because of the opportunities to interact with people. 
 
Faculty members in higher education are the key element to the university. It is 
incumbent on a university to have quality faculty members to be successful (Marchese, 
1997). It is also been shown that faculty who are more satisfied are more likely to stay at 
their university, even when receiving other offers (Lindholm, 2003). Thus, the following 
two responses give a strong indication of how important this experience was to them. 
 Professor Steele related the following: 
 This experience impacted me tremendously. Previous to this experience I had 
weighed heavily the idea of leaving. And there were a couple of things right there 
that I was looking at. But I had just moved in here and liked this so much that I 
just stopped looking for anything else. You know, I think my satisfaction with the 
University was just so much greater. So, you know, to know students on a 
personal basis, to know parents and that’s made just a hell of a big difference. 
And I think most people would probably say that is the key. 
 
 In a similar vein, professor Martinez added:  
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I thought about a couple of opportunities. I was being recruited from a couple of 
other universities. I was given one firm offer, but I didn’t want to leave as I was 
afraid it would lessen my interaction with students, a passion I developed working 
in the residential college. In the end, being part of the residential college made me 
feel more a part of the university community. I think I might not have stayed here 
if it wasn’t for that experience. I think it changed my commitment to the 
University in a very meaningful way. 
 
 Impact on faculty performance. While every participant in this study enjoyed 
the experience of being a residential faculty member and would do it again, there were 
those who found it did have a negative impact on their faculty job performance. This was 
particularly noticed in terms of research and writing for a few of the faculty members. 
Daly and Dee (2006) did note the tremendous pressure on faculty to write, publish, and 
research, and the reality is that for some residential faculty members this was a challenge 
while serving in the residential colleges. 
 Professor Cook put it this way:  
My productivity declined considerably during that time in the residential college. 
I would have considered extending the position or going to another residential 
college; the main reason I didn’t do it is was because I knew that professionally I 
would not have been able to handle it. The reality is I published less while I was 
living on campus and attended fewer conferences, and I knew I couldn’t continue 
to do that. 
 
 Professor Weeks explained a similar scenario: 
 I mean, I think that, giving a really genuine answer, yes, it was difficult. I am in a 
high productivity department and so the expectations of me in terms of 
publications and grants and it’s one of the top funded departments and so for me 
personally it’s difficult. I didn’t think it would be realistic to be in good standing 
there and stay in the residential college for the long run, so that could hurt me in 
the long run, but for a couple of years I think it is fine. 
 
 The impact on faculty performance area also brought a discussion point from 
several faculty members that they would not have been able to participate had they not 
been tenured at the time.  As Professor Cook noted earlier some of the tenure process 
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performance indicators did suffer for some faculty during their time in the residential 
colleges.  Professor Temple stated: 
The reality of the situation is that I would have never been able to take this on if I 
was not already tenured.  The position seems to take on so much of your time and 
I don’t think my department would have fully supported my sacrificing my 
research for this. 
 
 Time commitment. Most of the faculty members in this study did indicate that 
there was a significant time commitment involved in the position. While most faculty 
members found ways to overcome this issue some have found this to be a significant 
negative impact on them. Cox and Orehovec (2007) noted that universities are already 
very complex organizations that require time management skills to navigate, and the 
added time commitments for residential faculty can be challenging for some. However, 
there were several faculty members that stated that while there was a significant time 
commitment, it was something one can work through as one gains more experience. 
 Professor Martinez discussed actual impact on time is a result of serving as a 
residential faculty member:  
Yeah, I would say time was the biggest issue. You know, things I did not think 
about when I started the position. I don’t know that it has added anything other 
than more time. Again the time thing comes back to just knowing so many more 
students than you would otherwise. So, again, my office hours are jammed, and I 
am writing recommendation letters for a lot of people that I wouldn’t have had to 
do otherwise.  
 
Professor Smith offered a similar response: “Time commitment was the biggest 
concern for me. Also, we have events in apartment so much, and you feel some pressure 
to be part of those events. One month our apartment was used for programs 26 different 
nights.” 
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Institutional Knowledge 
 The final findings category was that of institutional knowledge. This area showed 
both positive and negative impacts in terms of institutional knowledge and serving a 
residential faculty member. In general, faculty did not come into this position considering 
institutional knowledge as a concern or a benefit. However, while many participants 
discussed the first two themes, all weighed in heavily on the final theme which will be 
discussed shortly. 
 Better knowledge of the university. Almost all faculty members in this study 
shared that participation in the residential college system had afforded them a deeper 
knowledge of the university as a whole. They felt they learned much more about the 
university than they ever would have as a “regular” faculty member. Johnsrud (2002) 
noted that a factor for faculty satisfaction was feeling connected to the university and 
feeling like they have a strong knowledge base of how the university functions.  
 Professor Weeks clarified the importance of the benefit of institutional knowledge 
in the following statement: 
I didn’t know anything about residential life, and so that’s another example of just 
getting to know who the players are a bit better. Then when you have students in 
your office stressed out about housing issues, you know who to refer them to. It is 
a huge benefit to just have a clear understanding of the resources on campus and 
know who the key players are.  This position has given me new insight into the 
University. I am much more aware of the resources that are here; I heard about 
everything happening on campus in staff meetings and felt very connected to the 
University. 
 
 Professor Pierre added to the point from an employee perspective: 
It would be this idea that you would just get a much more realistic and total view 
of the institution. I mean, I am an employee of this institution so that to me it is 
hugely beneficial to be able to see this whole other side of things that is available 
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and the kind of experiences that students have; I guess that would be the biggest 
thing you really want to know from your employer. 
 
 The following reflection by Professor Temple is a good example of what other 
faculty reported in this area:  
This experience will make faculty understand the University in way they never 
would understand it as a faculty member. It will have them connect to the 
university community in broader ways and some of the things we talked about in 
terms of interdisciplinary faculty and also just that and just office that I didn’t 
even know existed before I moved into the residential college. 
 
 Politics. While faculty consistently reported learning more about the institution 
and the key players via this experience, there were those who did not always see this as a 
good thing. Some of the faculty reported that from this position they were exposed to 
challenging political situations that they were not subjected to as faculty in their own 
department. Philpott and Strange (2003) related in their study also that while faculty 
enjoy meeting new people and key players, unfortunately, some of the political and 
bureaucratic things they are subjected to in the role of residential faculty can be 
unpleasant. 
 In this statement by Professor Jones described how knowing more about things is 
not necessarily better: 
I think in some ways I probably found out too many things, and it made me have 
negative perceptions of the University. I think being on the inner circle I was able 
to see favoritism and nepotism; I was able to see the inner workings of how things 
go on in the greater administrative point of view. I think probably the insight 
impacted me negatively. I became part of the university, but with that comes 
some knowledge about the institution that I would have rather not had. 
 
 Professor Pierre examined politics from a position of how it can impact 
others: 
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 So that is the negative part of learning this whole other side of the University. It’s 
sad because for some people on the other side of the University their jobs are… I 
think life’s almost not fair for the faculty to go all in on something because we 
have tenure, and then our job is not on the line. However, you realize someone 
else’s job might be on the line, even if you just having an innocent conversation 
and it gets twisted around. It could affect someone’s livelihood, so that’s the 
negative. 
 
  Professor Jenks puts it in a little more general terms: 
Just being involved in some of these meetings, I get more insight into where some 
of the problems are, some of the bureaucratic problems and some of the politics 
come from. That happens everywhere, but I think because I have been involved in 
this position it has exposed me to some of the underbelly of the University. 
 
 A different type of politics was mentioned by a couple of former residential 
faculty who felt they were not appreciated after they left the position.  For example, 
Professor Wilson stated: 
I feel like we are treated poorly after we leave the position by the university.  My 
former masters, and I have never said no to anything that was asked of us and yet 
we are never allowed to give back.  For example, I tried to bring back a former 
master to speak to students who was very successful at a different school and 
received heavy resistance.  
 
 Lack of training. The final area of finding for this study is that of lack of training 
for residential faculty in their positions. Lindholm (2003) discussed the importance of 
faculty feeling supported to be successful. Again, faculty in the study all said they 
enjoyed the experience and would do it again. However, all faculty members interviewed 
also said they felt as if they were not adequately prepared to take on this position, and 
that it was really just a matter of figuring it out for themselves.   
 Professor Smith described his frustration with the lack training in the following 
way: 
I would have said coming into it, I didn’t know enough about what it took to be 
successful as residential faculty member. There was no blueprint, there was no 
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book, and there was no one to tell me what the right and wrong things to do were. 
Also, if I didn’t have the guidance of someone who had been her for a significant 
amount of time it would have taken a lot longer time for me to understand the 
onsets of the job and what it really meant to serve in the position. 
 
 Another perspective was tendered by Professor Martinez: 
I think understanding what the job expectations are has been a bit of a challenge. I 
think there is no handbook of what you are expected to do as a residential faculty 
member, and I think sometimes people are hesitant. There is this weird perception 
that you don’t tell faculty what to do, when in fact I think faculty would love to 
know what the expectations are and if there were any concrete objectives and 
goals. We talk around it a lot with discussions about it, but it hasn’t of yet resulted 
in anything concrete, and so I think that is a little bit challenging—not knowing if 
you are doing what you should.” 
 
Finally, professor Weeks added this: 
 
I would have liked an orientation.  I really did feel overwhelmed not knowing 
what was expected of me, and everyone else in the residential college for that 
matter.  It took me a year to go through the cycle to know what is expected. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
Summary of Study 
This study was initiated to examine the self-perceived impact of serving as a 
residential faculty member. As noted by Marchese (1997) higher education is continually 
looking for ways to better educate and impact students. Students today have more choices 
than ever in deciding where and how to obtain a college degree. Many colleges and 
universities have moved toward to the creation or recreation of residential colleges 
(Alexander, 1998) in order to create a learning laboratory for students. According to 
Astin (1993), learning and general success for students are positively impacted by out-of-
classroom interaction with faculty members. It is in these residential colleges, with 
residential faculty, that some of the most intentional connections can occur (Hersh, 
1999).  
However, it takes foresight and effort on both sides to result in a positive outcome 
for faculty and students. The creation of the residential college is not possible if the 
college or university cannot persuade faculty members to also participate in the program. 
In this study 13 current and former residential faculty members were interviewed to glean 
their perspectives based on actual experience. It was hoped that information would be 
useful in helping potential residential faculty members gain some insight from those who 
have already experienced it.  
This study was conducted at a medium sized private institution in the southeastern 
United States in the spring of 2011. There were 13 current and former faculty members 
who each participated in a 90 minute qualitative interview. The interviews took place on 
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this campus over the course of several weeks. Participants were given the opportunity 
member check and also were given the option to pick a pseudonym or have one provided 
by the researcher in an effort to keep confidentiality.  Once the interviews were 
completed the process of coding and examining the data commenced.  
Research Questions 
 While the general findings have already been categorized and presented, 
following are more specific responses to the research questions presented at the 
beginning of the study. 
1. What are the positive and negative self-perceived effects on faculty that result 
from the experience of living in a residential college with undergraduate students? 
  The four major topics of findings were (a) living on campus, (b) relationships, (c) 
impact on job, and (d) institutional knowledge and the corresponding 16 smaller 
subsections were all self-perceived impacts on the residential faculty as a result of their 
participation in the residential college system. However, in an effort to provide clarity, 
the results will be very briefly summarized.  
 This study found that residential faculty reported multiple ways that their 
experiences in residential colleges have impacted them. Those themes have been broken 
down into four general finding areas:   
1. Living on Campus – The actual physical location of living in residential colleges 
was seen to be very influential. The first impact on faculty was financial. The free 
apartment and meal plan proved to be very beneficial and an attraction for the 
position. Another important aspect of living on campus was the convenience of it 
for faculty. They described how it can improve the quality of life with such easy 
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access to work, entertainment, social opportunities, and so forth. Finally, the 
negative impact in this area was a perceived loss of privacy. Some faculty were 
concerned that because of their physical location and the fact that events happen 
in their apartments, it can have a detrimental impact on their personal and family 
lives. 
2. Relationships – There were several positive and a couple negative aspects to this 
impact area. Many faculty members found that the residential college 
environment had a positive impact on their children and families in general. Being 
around college students helped the children learn and grow. Many of the faculty 
members also described the sense of community in the residential colleges to be a 
major benefit. They enjoyed the camaraderie and feeling of belonging. All of the 
faculty members highlighted relationships with students as a major benefit of the 
position, in fact, it was why most of them accepted the opportunity in the first 
place. Helping relationships with parents were also seen as a benefit by several 
participants. The only negative impact in this area was that it was reported by a 
few faculty members that they lost touch with friends outside of the residential 
college world as a result of this experience. 
3. Impact on Job – A major benefit discussed by nearly all participants was the fact 
that this intense experience with students helped them become better professors. 
They felt they better knew what made students tick and had a little more ability to 
see them as fellow humans. As will be discussed more in Question 2, faculty 
definitely felt this position increased their overall satisfaction and in some cases 
led directly to them staying at the institution. There were a couple of negative 
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impacts from the experience reported by faculty. Several of them reported that 
they were less productive on the writing and research side part of their 
professorship. A few mentioned that this was a factor that limited how long they 
were able to serve in the position. All of the faculty members also addressed the 
concern of time commitment. To some it was a significant issue, while to others it 
was just part of the experience that needed to be ironed out. 
4. Institutional Knowledge – The final benefit area began with faculty members 
sharing that they felt a better connection to the university and also the resources 
available to them for both themselves and their students. However, there were 
negative impacts that came with that in terms of dealing with political and 
bureaucratic issues. They felt they were kind of sheltered as faculty members and 
this opportunity exposed them to some the unpleasant stuff in working with 
higher administration. There was also unanimous concern about a lack of training. 
They felt, overall, they were just kind of “thrown into the fire” and expected to 
succeed without knowing what success event meant. 
The second research question was addressed very briefly in Question 1, and is 
expanded on below. 
2. What are the positive and negative self-perceived effects on faculty 
satisfaction and persistence that result from the experience of living in a residential 
college with undergraduate students? 
 In short, all participants in this study stated that participating as a residential 
faculty member increased their overall satisfaction. There were multiple areas with 
satisfaction was greatly enhanced. Satisfaction was impacted in the four major areas as 
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previously discussed. Satisfaction was affected both positively and negatively, but far and 
away the positive outweighed the negatives for the faculty members, thus the reason that 
all of them would do it again. There was a significant positive impact on retention in this 
study. Multiple participants in the study stated that they were seriously considering 
looking for other positions or were even entertaining job offers from other schools. 
However, because of the powerful experience they had in the residential college system 
and the connection they felt with the university community, they decided to stay at their 
current institution. 
Conclusions 
 In this particular study the residential faculty members who participated felt that 
the experience in the residential college was very impactful for them in a myriad of ways. 
The study seemed to also show that while there were positive and negative impacts for 
the faculty members as a result of serving in the residential college system, most of the 
impact was very positive. As noted earlier, all participants were definite that they would 
do it again if they had the opportunity to rethink or do it over. 
 Rubin and Rubin (2005) described interviewing as the art of hearing and listening 
to interview partners. They posit that after collecting thorough data, deep, rich themes 
will emerge. That was certainly the case in this study. Some themes emerged nearly 
unanimously, while others were based on several interviewees. These themes led to the 
conclusions on the value of the data that were collected. Much of the data are supported 
by the literature review; however, there were a few themes that emerged that appear to be 
new to literature. 
93 
 Probably the most sought after finding in this study will be the overall impact on 
faculty satisfaction this position created. Fortunately, the finding is that the impact was 
very positive for all faculty members in the study. In the only study similar to this 
identified in the literature review, Vito (2007) had the same finding. In Vito’s (2007) 
study faculty members shared that the intentional interactions with students were 
probably among the most positive experiences of their professional careers. They also 
identified a significant increase in personal satisfaction resulting from this experience. 
This is also consistent with Golde (2000) whose study focused not necessarily on 
residential faculty, but faculty who are in an intentional program to create relationships 
with students in a living and learning community. Even without the residential aspect 
from the faculty, faculty members still acknowledge positive effects from the interactions 
with students outside of the classroom.  
 In terms of persistence at the institution, the data also presented some positive 
results. Several of the participants in the study clearly stated that they stayed at the 
institution because of the residential college experience. In fact, some of them had 
pending offers they declined due to the experience. This is consistent with the literature 
and is quite a significant finding. Using Lindholm (2003) as a model, if faculty members 
feel more of a “fit” with the institution, the odds that they will stay at the same school 
increase significantly. In the case of this study, all of the faculty members described a 
better connection with the university as a whole. Thus, when these ideas are linked, the 
fact that faculty in this study did not want to leave, even with competing offers, because 
of their increased contentment is logical and consistent with previous findings. This 
finding is significant for institutions looking to create residential colleges or recruit new 
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faculty to work with residential students. While one must be careful about the 
generalizability of a small sample such as this, it is significant that the results are 
consistent with Vito (2007) and Golde (2000). At the very least, the study creates a 
starting point for discussion with faculty contemplating working in a residential college. 
 Another important conclusion that can be drawn from this study, especially when 
coupled with the literature review, is that faculty who participated in a residential college, 
both from this study and the literature review, reported a significant increase in their 
ability to teach. Teaching, for most faculty members, is a very important aspect of their 
career and even seasoned, tenured faculty members clearly indicated increased teaching 
skills. Again this finding was consistent with the similar studies conducted by Vito 
(2007) and Golde (2000). Similar to this study Vito (2007) found that faculty cited 
becoming more flexible, creating more concrete syllabi, and generally being able to relate 
better with students as a result of their experience with outside the classroom 
involvement with students. Philpott and Strange (2003) also noted that faculty connected 
to residential students also found that the experience humanized students and in that way 
made it easier and more rewarding to teach them. They talked about a renewed sense of 
purpose and enthusiasm for teaching students. Again, this is an important finding when 
recruiting faculty to participate in residential colleges or in justifying residential colleges 
and/or programs in the first place. Klein (2000) pointed out that one of the main concerns 
in creating residential colleges is as simple as cost. Marchese (1997) added that higher 
education is more accountable than ever to the public. One way to help justify the costs 
of creating residential programs is to describe the benefits. 
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 The literature is clear and convincing that out-of-classroom interactions between 
faculty and students have a positive benefit for students (Astin, 1993). However, this 
study, along with similar studies identified, are beginning to show that faculty are also 
positively impacted by this experience. When the two key stakeholders in higher 
education are both gaining from something, it follows that the idea should at least be 
explored for feasibility.  
 Barnes et al. (1998) found that feeling like part of a community was crucial to 
faculty satisfaction, and thus persistence. For faculty, community could be defined as 
community within his or her specific department or the university at a whole. In this 
study residential faculty acknowledged the positive impact of feeling part of a community 
on several levels. First, they felt more a part of the overall university community. They 
felt they were much more in the know and confident that they were part of what was 
going on. They also felt a significant sense of community among fellow faculty members 
in the residential college system. They found both personal friendships and professional 
networks developed that would not have occurred without their involvement on campus. 
The faculty members also discussed increased satisfaction due to their family being 
positively affected by the environment. Again this finding is consistent with Vito (2007), 
Golde (2000), and Philpott and Strange (2003). In an environment where institutions 
want to keep their best faculty, it would make sense to share this information with them 
and recruit them into living/learning centers or any other intentional linkage with students 
outside the classroom.  
 There were many other benefits identified by faculty in this study that emerged as 
findings. Those findings include positive effects of a free apartment and meal plan, the 
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convenience of living on campus, new and exciting relationships, and a better overall 
understanding of the University and its key players. Thus, residential faculty members 
had far more positive impacts to share than those that were negative or frustrating. 
However, since nothing is perfect, there were a few negative or challenging findings. 
 In this study all faculty members shared that the time commitments in being a 
residential faculty member are substantial. For some faculty members, that was a major 
challenge. It was such a challenge that it actually caused a decline in their productivity as 
a professor and researcher. For other faculty members, it was simply a matter of adjusting 
to a new schedule. According to Johnsrud (2002) and Daly and Dee (2006), time 
demands on traditional faculty are already very intense and are a factor in faculty 
satisfaction. This challenge is noted before considering the responsibilities added by 
serving in the residential college system. While every participant in this study stated they 
would do it again in the same situation, there were a few who stated clearly that they had 
to stay in the system for a short period of time because of the negative impact the time 
commitments had on their job as a professor. One professor basically said that while the 
residential faculty position was rewarding, it did negatively impact his productivity as a 
faculty member and that was the purpose for which he was at the school.  Several of the 
faculty members also noted that they would not have been able to take on this position 
had they not already been tenured.  They were of the opinion that their individual 
departments would not have supported their involvement and it could have actually 
jeopardized their tenure process. 
 A challenge that was universal to the faculty in this study was the lack of training 
and/or understanding the expectations of the position. The faculty members generally 
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described some version of their experience that included being “thrown into the fire” with 
no tangible training or plan to be successful. They all managed to adjust and have a good 
experience but found that this issue set them back on time it took to become acclimated to 
the position. Lindholm (2003) discussed the importance of fit and faculty satisfaction. 
The residential faculty did feel some incongruence with their fit initially due to the 
frustration of feeling unprepared. Many of the faculty members also commented that 
although they became comfortable in their role and enjoyed their experience, they never 
received direction or feedback to tell them whether or not they were doing things in 
accordance with University expectations. 
 In summary, several conclusions can be drawn from this study, especially when 
coupled with the literature review. The residential faculty members all describe their 
experience in the residential college positively. While there were some challenges such as 
a serious challenge in time management and a perceived lack of training, the positive 
impacts from the position superseded those challenges. Faculty members in this study, 
and in the correlating studies cited, found their satisfaction rose because of this 
experience. They were happy with the tangible rewards like the free apartment, but even 
more so they felt the position positively impacted them on significant issues such as 
becoming a better instructor, creating new relationships personally and professionally, 
and having a better understanding of and connection to the University. Several 
participants in this study also clearly remarked that if it were not for this position, they 
would likely have left the institution for another job; but this position had such a positive 
effect it helped them decide not to leave. The faculty members in this study described the 
residential faculty position as very impactful to their personal and professional lives. 
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Recommendations for Practice 
 The results of this study indicate that the residential faculty position is 
challenging, yet very rewarding. The fact that all participants enjoyed the experience to 
the point that they would do it again is quite telling. Similar to the findings of Vito 
(2007), faculty who participated in the system felt they gained skills and experiences 
along with positive impacts on their personal lives in a close-knit community and felt that 
they were part of the University community in general. While serving as a residential 
college faculty member was shown to be positively impactful for faculty as discussed in 
my study and those identified by Golde (2000), Alexander (1998), and Vito (2007), there 
are a few suggestions for improvement in practice. 
Sharing of Information 
 The first recommendation for practice is simply sharing the information with the 
University community along with prospective students and parents. Several members of 
the residential faculty in this study commented that most of their colleagues they talked to 
had no idea what the residential colleges were like. In fact, a couple of them stated that 
colleagues and even department chairs found their involvement as residential faculty a 
waste of time. Barnes et al. (1998) discussed faculty satisfaction also in terms of 
institutional reputation and faculty rewards systems. It would seem to follow logically 
that given the evidence of student success (Astin, 1993) and increased faculty satisfaction 
(Golde, 2000; Vito, 2007) garnered by the residential college system, that sharing that 
information intentionally with the University community would reinforce the importance 
of the program. In so doing, it would likely also increase the interest in future potential 
residential faculty members. 
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 While a bit of departure from the purpose of this study, it would also be a good 
idea to share this information with prospective students and parents. On the one hand, 
sharing this information in this way would be good for recruitment in general. Cox and 
Orehovec (2007) noted that there is a perception that faculty do not spend much time 
with students. This information could help reinforce the positive relationships that occur 
in the residential colleges. For example, the finding that faculty develop positive 
relationships with students in residential colleges would be comforting to parents worried 
about “adult” supervision of their students.  Also, the finding that residential faculty 
perceived a strong sense of community in the residential colleges would be likewise 
comforting to parents and students alike. There is so much clear evidence on how this 
program can positively impact students (Astin, 1993; Lundberg, 2004; Sax et al., 2005) 
that it would make sense to showcase it. 
 The residential faculty benefit to sharing this information goes back to the notion 
of institutional reputation as offered by Barnes et al. (1998). If incoming students and 
parents are aware of the program they will pleased that such a system for success exists. 
Along with that, they will have a positive view of the residential faculty which increases 
the opportunities for relationships and also makes the faculty members feel more 
appreciated and part of a reputable program. 
Time Management 
 As previously discussed, time commitments are a significant challenge for 
residential faculty. They are already swamped with meetings, deadlines, teaching, and 
research (Daly & Dee, 2006) before they even consider stepping into the residential 
faculty role. All members of this study found that the issue of time management and 
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demand for their time was a significant issue. Cox and Orehovec (2007) also noted that 
faculty members often are challenged to connect with students due to the multiple 
stressors in their day to day existence. 
 There is not simple solution to this problem; otherwise, it would likely have 
already been solved. Part of the answer to this problem is addressed in the final 
recommendation, and that is to clearly define the role and scope of the residential faculty 
position. Most faculty in this study commented that they did not really understand where 
their role began and ended. The often felt that they just figure it out; it is different in 
every residential college. Thus, something as simple as a clearly defined job description 
and training would assist faculty members in adhering to that description. A huge benefit 
for residential faculty is that they have full-time professional student affairs personnel 
also living and working in the college with them. 
 A second part of this recommendation would be set recommended limits for usage 
of faculty space and time. This recommendation could come in the form of a suggested 
policy coming from administration with limits on times apartments could be available, 
suggested meetings to attend, reaffirmation of the priority of the faculty position before 
the residential faculty position. Of course, these would be only recommendations for 
faculty but it would create a baseline expectation for usage of their time and space. The 
suggested policy would allow the faculty the ability to say “no” to requests without 
looking like the bad guy. They could just say, “I’m not really supposed to come to that 
many meetings, sorry,” for example. 
 Another recommendation is that support staff should be appropriated to help the 
residential faculty members sort through all the requests and demands on their time. The 
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support staff should handle appointments for faculty members and handle general 
correspondence in order to deflect requests or route things that do not need to get to the 
faculty members. Several faculty members reported responding to many requests for 
meetings and assistance where they do not feel they are the appropriate person to 
respond, yet get involved because they want to offer assistance and be polite. Routing 
communications through support staff could take some of those unnecessary and time-
consuming tasks off the plate of the residential faculty and help them retain focus on their 
faculty position and the responsibilities clearly outlined for them in the residential 
college. 
 Finally, I recommend that tenured faculty be the priority in filling new residential 
faculty positions.  Several faculty members clearly stated that their productivity in terms 
of publishing and research went down during their time in the residential college.  Some 
went so far as to say they would have never taken on the position had they not already 
been tenured.  The participants also shared that departments had varying levels of support 
for their participation in the residential colleges.  Given this data, I don’t think it would 
be optimal to potentially risk something as crucial to a faculty members career as tenure.  
Perhaps if it were possible for the university to restructure faculty rewards during the 
tenure track process to include service to students and the university then this position 
would be more amenable to tenure-track faculty.  Until that time, it seems a bit of a risk 
for non-tenured faculty to take on the role of faculty master.  
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Training 
 The need for training and guidance was a very clear result of the study. Faculty 
members felt very frustrated that they were unsure of what they were supposed to do and 
how they were supposed to do it. As Lindholm (2003) expressed, fit is a crucial part of 
faculty satisfaction and it is very difficult to have a fit in a position when faculty 
members do not have an understanding of how to do their job, or what their job actually 
entails. 
 Vito (2007) described the training process for residential faculty as challenging, 
but crucial. The challenging part is developing a training program which is truly 
comprehensive, yet inclusive. To do this, information must be shared by both student 
affairs professionals and current and/or former faculty masters. Interestingly, in this study 
a couple of former residential faculty commented that they wished they had been asked to 
give feedback or advice to new faculty members to help them succeed. One interview 
partner went so far as to say that there was feeling of detachment and separation after 
leaving, as if he was never there from the University perspective. 
 Therefore, training should be set up with input from student affairs, current and 
former residential faculty, and upper administration who would like to create a tone for 
the training and perhaps give the group a charge. Due to time limitations, as described by 
Daly and Dee (2006), the physical training should be done over the course of the day or 2 
days,  prior to the beginning of the arrival of the students. Another concern put forth by 
the faculty participants was the lack of a “handbook.” Student affairs should be charged 
with creating an actual “residential faculty manual” which lays out the basic information 
they need such as policies, procedures, basic residential college history and information, 
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emergency protocols. This handbook should be based on residence life training, but 
expanded to include important contacts (including former residential faculty who are 
willing to be mentors) and words of wisdom for residential faculty over the years. 
 Another frustration several faculty members mentioned over the course of the 
interviews was the uncertainty of responsibility. To solve this upper administrative 
management should convene a meeting with the leadership of student affairs and 
residence life along with current residential faculty to flush out a clear job description for 
residential faculty. A step has already been taken with residential faculty signing a 
contract outlining some general timelines and responsibilities (Appendix D).  However, a 
more detailed contact outlining day to day responsibilities an division of responsibilities 
with student affairs staff would be helpful. This would alleviate the frustration of 
uncertainty and make it easier for the residence life and residential faculty members to 
work together and not have to try to negotiate who should do what.  
 Following these fairly simple training recommendations would eliminate much of 
the frustration faced by residential faculty. They could be provided with a manual upon 
accepting the position and look through it slowly over the summer to get a feel for what 
they are supposed to do. They could also contact former and/or current residential faculty 
members and have some introductory discussions about the journey they are about to 
embark upon. This way, when they go through the training right before they actually start 
they will have some baseline knowledge and the training will be more about filling in the 
gaps, reinforcing ideas, and beginning to create connections. 
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Limitations of This Study 
 This study demonstrated the impact serving as a residential faculty member had 
on this group of faculty members. The findings created strong themes which can be 
logically interpreted. Based on this information conclusions were drawn and 
recommendations made. However, Miles and Huberman (1994) clearly stated that a 
phenomenological qualitative study is not generalizable. Thus, this study is able to give 
rich information and conclusions. However, it is not necessarily a predictor of 
experiences of different residential faculty at different institutions.  
Further Studies 
 As noted in the introduction of this study, there are very few studies with a focus 
on the faculty perspective regarding faculty-student interactions outside of the 
classrooms. Hersch (1999) noted that many colleges and universities are moving toward 
creation or least exploration of residential colleges or living/learning communities. 
Clearly, for that to happen, faculty must agree to participate in the programs. This study 
demonstrates that this particular group of faculty members was positively impacted and 
felt an increase in overall satisfaction with their institution. This was also corroborated by 
the studies of Vito (2007) and Golde (2000). However, there are still very few studies in 
this area.  Research at more types of institutions and just more studies in general would 
be a needed addition to the topic.   
The literature review indicated that there is very little information out there on 
how serving as a residential faculty member impacts the faculty. There is an incredible 
amount of information available on how faculty-student interaction affects students, but 
precious little the other way around. Hopefully, the findings of this study will prompt 
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more studies on residential colleges or residential programs and how they impact the 
faculty. Though the findings of this study echo the findings of a few other small 
qualitative studies, more information is needed to add to the discussion.  Large scale 
quantitative research would be useful in helping to supplement the findings of the few 
studies on this subject. While lacking the detailed information of qualitative studies, 
quantitative research can examine a more specific research question (Creswell, 2003), 
perhaps following up by the findings of this study and attempt to show that it a 
generalizable finding. 
There were some topical areas in the findings that would certainly lend 
themselves to further study.  One topic I mentioned briefly was tenure.  There needs to be 
further on study on the impact of living in a residential college for faculty who are not 
tenured and how this position impacts their position as a faculty member.  Another area 
of study that would add to the literature in this area would be to examine the impact of 
living in a residential college for faculty in terms of demographics.  It would be important 
to know if women, men, and faculty of differing ethnicities and sexual orientations were 
similarly impacted by the position.  Finally, the impact on the spouses/partners of the 
residential faculty would be important to know as well.  The faculty in this study all had 
concerns about the amount of time taken up by the position.  Given that dynamic, it 
would seem logical that partners would feel some of that impact, along with some of the 
benefits as well. 
Summary 
 This study set out to examine the self-perceived effects faculty describe in relation 
to serving as a member of a residential college. A discussion of the history of residential 
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colleges and the faculty roles therein provided the background information to the current 
interest in re-establishing residential college and/or living/learning centers. 
 The importance of faculty-student interaction was discussed in the review of the 
literature, along with faculty satisfaction and retention. There was a pilot study done 
previous to this study and that study was briefly highlighted to give some background 
into the current study. Based on the literature review and the pilot study, the qualitative 
methods were developed and then implemented. Finally, the data were collected and 
examined to create the findings from which the conclusions and recommendations were 
drawn. 
 In brief, the conclusions drawn showed that the faculty members who participated 
in this study felt significantly impacted by their experience in the residential colleges. 
The majority of the impacts were positive and included better teaching skills, better 
connection to the university, and better satisfaction overall with the institution. The few 
negative effects were loss of privacy and time, and for some, there was a negative impact 
on productivity in research and writing. Faculty members also felt they needed more 
training to be successful. In the end, all faculty members interviewed stated that it was a 
positive experience, and they would do it again the same situation. 
 Finally, based on the findings, some basic recommendations were made to make 
the position even more rewarding. Those recommendations included more vigorously 
marketing the program and results of this study to the university community and 
potentially students and parents contemplating joining the institution. A second 
recommendation was to find specific procedures and personnel to ease the administrative 
burden placed on residential faculty, who are already very busy with a full-time 
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professorship. Finally, the recommendation for more intentional and consistent training 
was put forth.  
 These few recommendations would aid what is already perceived as a very 
successful program by the faculty members who participated in my study. Given the 
focus on residential colleges nationally and the importance of faculty satisfaction overall, 
it is hoped that this study will have helped lay some groundwork to a better 
understanding of how the two groups of stakeholders—faculty and students—can create a 
mutually beneficial relationship. 
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Appendix A 
EDF 6475 – Research Mini Project 
Eric E. Arneson 
 
Research Question:  “What is the self-perceived impact on faculty members of living in a 
residential college with undergraduate students?” 
 
Interview Partners:  3 Current residential faculty members at a private research university 
in Southeast. 
 
Process:  Each faculty member will be interviewed one time for approximately 30-60 
minutes regarding their experiences living with students. 
 
Main Interview Questions: 
 
• What drew you to become involved in a residential college? 
• How did you feel you would benefit from the experience? 
• What challenges did you anticipate facing? 
• How do you describe your role as a faculty master or associate master to 
colleagues? 
• How do you feel about the relationships you have formed with students? 
• How do you feel about the relationships you have formed with other faculty or 
staff? 
• What personal challenges has being in this position presented to you? 
• What professional challenges has being in this position presented to you? 
• How would you describe the rewards of being a master/associate master? 
• What strategy would you employ to recruit fellow faculty members to this 
position? 
• Why do you continue in the position? 
• If you could change the position or responsibility what would you do differently? 
• What else would you like to share about your experience of being a 
master/associate master that I have not asked you? 
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Appendix B 
Modified Dissertation Interview Questions 
 
Research Questions:  What are the self-perceived effects on residential faculty which 
result from outside of the classroom interaction with students? 
What are the self-perceived effects on residential faculty satisfaction and persistence 
which result from outside of the classroom interaction with students? 
 
Interview Partners:  7 – 10 current and recent residential faculty members at a private 
research university in Southeast. 
 
Process:  Each faculty member will be interviewed one time for approximately 90 
minutes regarding their experiences living with students. 
 
Rationale:  Rubin and Rubin (2005) outline the importance of questions revised from a 
smaller pilot study. They continued that it is important to have set and consistent follow 
up and probing questions to get optimal data from the interview partner. 
 
Main Interview Questions: 
 
• What drew you to become involved in a residential college? 
1. Who first approached you in regards to this opportunity? 
2. How did you feel your relationship with students would change? 
3. What concerns crossed your mind? 
• How did you feel you would benefit from the experience? 
• What challenges did you anticipate facing? 
1. What were your thoughts about the politics of the system? 
2. How did current faculty masters describe issues? 
• How do you describe your role as a faculty master or associate master to 
colleagues? 
1. How were you supported or not? 
2. Did this effect your tenure track or ability to research? 
• How do you feel about the relationships you have formed with students? 
1. How satisfied are you with the intensity and type of relationships you have 
formed with students as a result of this postion? 
• How do you feel about the relationships you have formed with other faculty or 
staff? 
• What personal challenges has being in this position presented to you? 
1. How do your feel your personal time has been affected by this position? 
2. How do you feel your privacy has been affected by this position? 
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• What professional challenges has being in this position presented to you? 
1. What has been the level of support by your department? 
2. How has your research and/or publishing been effected? 
• How would you describe the rewards of being a master/associate master? 
• What strategy would you employ to recruit fellow faculty members to this 
position? 
• Why do you continue in the position? 
1. How do you feel your colleagues would answer this question? 
2. What factors determine how long you continue in the position? 
3. How has this position impacted how long you will persist at the institution 
as a whole? 
• If you could change the position or responsibility what would you do differently? 
• How would you describe your relationships with other faculty masters? 
• How much has this experience enhanced or inhibited your teaching abilities? 
• How has serving in this position affected your overall job satisfaction? 
• What else would you like to share about your experience of being a 
master/associate master that I have not asked you? 
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Appendix C 
Statement of Informed Consent 
 
 
Letter of Informed Consent to Interviewees Participating in the Research Study 
 
Title:  The Self-perceived effects on residential faculty that result from outside of the 
classroom interactions with students 
February 17, 2011 
 
Dear Dr. XXX, 
 
You are being asked to participate in a research study. The principal investigator of this 
study is Eric Arneson, a doctoral candidate in the Higher Education Program, Department 
of Educational and Leadership Policy Studies in the College of Education at FIU. The 
study will include approximately 15 current and/or former residential faculty members at 
your university. Your participation as an interviewee will require a total of approximately 
one hour of your time.  
 
The purpose of the study is to learn how the role of the faculty master impacts you. I 
intend to discuss with you how this position and the associated out of class interactions 
with students have impacted your overall experience as a faculty member and as a 
person. 
 
During the interview you will be asked questions about your experiences as a residential 
faculty member and how they have impacted you. I will ask you for any positive or 
challenging outcomes that you can identify as related to your experience. These questions 
will serve as a guide to the interview, but the format of the interview is open to reflect 
what you wish to share and you may elect to skip any questions that you do not want to 
answer. You are not required to participate in this study for any reason and you have the 
ability to end your participation at any time, for any reason. In addition, I will answer any 
questions you may have concerning this project. It is my hope that you may find that 
participating in this study provides a unique opportunity to reflect upon the ways that 
your experiences have impacted and will continue to guide you. The transcripts of each 
interview will be provided to you for your review prior to my analysis of data. I do not 
expect any harm to you by being in the study. 
 
All of your answers are private and confidentiality will be maintained in the following 
ways: 
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1) The recording and transcript of your interview will be identified by a special 
number (not your name). 
2) I will ask that you develop a pseudonym that will be used in all written 
documentation or I will choose one for you if you prefer. 
3) In addition, the recorded interviews will be deleted at the conclusion of the 
dissertation process. 
 
If you would like more information about this research, please feel free to contact Dr. 
Roger Geertz Gonzalez, Major Professor, at (305) 348-3208. If you would like to talk to 
someone about your rights of being a subject in this study, you may contact Dr. Patricia 
Price, FIU Institutional Review Board chairperson at (305) 348-2618. If you have 
questions, need to contact me, or would like additional information, you may contact me 
at any time at (305) 987-4584 or via email at earneson@fiu.edu.  
 
Your signature below indicates that you have read this document, that all of your 
questions have been answered, that you are aware of your rights, and that you would like 
to participate in this study. 
 
 
___________________________ _____________________________  _____ 
Signature of Participant  Printed Name     Date 
 
I have explained the research procedure, subject rights, and answered questions asked by 
the participant. I have offered her a copy of this consent form. 
 
 
___________________________       ______ 
Signature of Researcher        Date 
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VITA 
 
ERIC E. ARNESON 
 
Education: 
 
Florida International University 
Ed.D Higher Education 2011 
Miami, FL 
 
Bowling Green State University 
MA – College Student Personnel 1992 
Bowling Green, OH 
 
University of Wisconsin at LaCrosse 
BS – Political Science 1990 
Lacrosse, WI. 
 
Work Experience: 
 
Director of Campus Life – Florida International University, Miami, Florida. July 2008 – 
Present.  Lead a department of 17 staff members overseeing student involvement for over 
10,000 students. 
• Directly supervise 7 staff and indirectly supervise 17 staff in day to day and 
developmental aspects of their jobs. 
• Assume complete responsibility for $750,000 office budget and oversee 19 total 
budget lines exceeding $1.5million. 
• Responsible for human resource decisions for department such as hiring, 
evaluating, and releasing staff. 
• Directly advise the Black Student Union  
• Engage the staff team to set yearly goals and maintain responsibility in achieving 
said goals. 
• Represent the Division of Student Affairs in University Communicators 
Committee and as a liaison to Athletics and various other committees. 
 
Assistant Dean of Students – Blue Sky University (pseudonym to protect confidentiality 
of participants in study).  June 2007 – July 2008.  Responsible for student conduct 
hearing and general student issues. 
• Served as judicial hearing officer for students accused of policy violations. 
• Administrated Emergency Dean program which provided after-hours response to 
student crisis. 
• Appointed as the official liaison to Athletics and assumed reasonability for 
student conduct at major sporting events. 
• Responsible for graduate student concerns and liaison with Graduate School. 
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Associate Director of Residence Halls – Blue Sky University.  August 2004 – June 2007.  
Served as senior residence life officer for residential community of 4,000 students. 
• Directly Supervised 6 professional staff and indirectly supervised over 120 
student employees. 
• Served as emergency on-call professional staff for student crisis situations during 
and after work hours. 
• Administrated budget in excess of $300,000 
• Assumed human resources responsibilities of hiring, training, and releasing staff. 
• Liaison with live-in residential faculty regarding training all aspects of the 
residential college system. 
• Represented department on many student affairs and university-wide committees 
and task forces. 
 
Assistant Director of Residence Life – Western Illinois University, Macomb, Illinois.  
June 2001 – July 2004.  Oversaw all aspects of residence life program housing over 5,000 
undergraduate, graduate, and students with families. 
• Directly supervised 7 professional staff and indirectly supervised 22 graduate 
assistants and 140 resident assistants. 
• Coordinated all human resource functions for graduate and professional staff. 
• Liaison the Higher Education Department.  Participated in CSP Days committee 
recruiting new graduate students in Higher Education. 
• Responsible for multiple budgets. 
 
Area Coordinator – University of Illinois at Urbana/Champaign.  July 1996 – May 2001.  
Responsible for a residential area of 2,400 students.  Supervised 6 professional staff, 4 
graduate assistants and 44 resident assistants. 
 
Residence Coordinator – Florida State University, Tallahassee Florida.  July 1992 – May 
1996.  Responsible for residential area of 900 students while supervising a graduate 
assistant and 20 resident assistants. 
 
Teaching Experience: 
 
SLS 1501, July 2009 – Present.  Florida International University. Teach freshman 
experience course designed to help student learn how to succeed in college. 
 
College Student Personnel 675, Spring 2002. Western Illinoins University.  Developed 
and instructed course for 20 graduate CSP students.  Two credit course was focused on 
advising and supervising in the field of higher education.  Responsible for all aspects of 
developing syllabus, choosing and ordering text books, and grading. 
 
College Student Personnel 445, August 2001-May 2002.  Western Illinois University. 
Had overall responsibility for course designed to supplement the leadership development 
of our resident assistants.  Developed the curriculum, supervised course instructors, and 
taught three sections of course. 
